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ABSTRACT

On the whole, the general state of education in correctional
institutions has improved,According to this assessment. A major
problem is lack of funding, which is reflected in the quality of
administration, lack of resources, and inability to offer meaning-
ful programs on a continuing basis. Since funding is often from
Federal sources or various "soft" sources, continuity is a problem.
The pressure of constantly reapplying for grant money diverts time
and resources from the main purpose of the inmate education programs.

These are among the cTnclusions drawn by researchers from the results
of a 1977 .survey of "a3 correctional educaticn programs. A repre-
sentative sample cf correctional institutions housing more than 1C0
inmates was surveyed in 48 states. (Alaska and Hawaii were excluced.)
Questionnaires and site visits were used to gather information on
funding, administration, resources, materials, program design ne
evaluation, and relation to work programs.

Accordimg to the report, the average prisoner spends 3 years in a
correctional institution, time that should be used to give the'inmete
the skills necessary for survival in society. At present, 40 percent
of the inmates surveyed attended some form of educational program,
and the institutions spend 8.7 percent of their budget on education.
Evaluation of prograM results, however, is limited; improvement is
needed in this area.

A special study of the effect of the nature of the institution on
education programs found that the conflict between custodial and
treatment functions in some institutions has a negatiye influence on
the work of the corrections educator. Prison administrators must
emphasize the importance of education to rehabilitation, and strongly
encourage the cooperation of all employees. The relationship between
work and educational programs also needs to be clarified and existing
conflicts resolved..

The report details the characteristics of the'163 institutions'surveyed
and the methodology used. Also included are a bibliography and a chart
showing inmate flow through a generalized education program.
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CHAPTER I

THE ISSVES

The issue of educating adult offenders has undergone
considerable review during the first half of this decade.
Growing attention and debate has been given to the need tofocus on the nature, scope and effectiveness of the edu-cational programs that are available to the inmates ofthe state and federal prison systems.

CNis interest has.its cause, at least in part, in:the
general recdinition that the correctional system, as awhole, is prohibitively costly in human and economic terms..A.second factor is the growing awareness that the lack ofedUcational and job s.kills is unusually high amongst in-mate populations.' If it is to be accepted that academic,
vocational, and social education are the keys to success,then a majority of inmates have bben at a disadvantage
from an early age.

There are indications that such disadvantagement maybe a significant caused factor in anti-social behavior.
Certainly, the measurable educational levels of inmates
is not high:

The Federal Bureau of Prisons estimates
6 that up to tO% of adults in federal and

state facilities can neither read nor
write (Reagen, Stoughton, Smith, and
Davies, 1973)

90% of all inmates have not completed
high school (Freedman, 1974)

85% f inmates dropped out of school
before their 16th birthday (Roberts, 1971)

.The average inmate functions 2-3 grades below
the actual number-of school years he has
completed (Roberts, 1971)

Two thirds of inmates have had no vocational
training of any kind (Roberts & Coffey,1976)
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The Correctional Education Project-of the Education Com-
mission of the States CECS,, 1976a) has recently reaffirmed
these findings.

When eaucational levels of adult inmates are
compared to percentages in the general pop-
ulation with similar educational backgrounds,
disproportionally high pdrcentages of fUnctional
illiteracy and minimal education are shown to
be characteristic of the largest number of
institutionalized people. (p. 13)

Although there is an admitted lack of valid measures
that can ba used to accurately predict the impact of
education upon an individual's relative success or failure

. in societk, the ECS's findings point to an important
consideration with regard to the findings listed and noted
above.

Perhaps more to the point, it is obvious
that to the extent that offenders cannot
use knowledge and skills obtained from
normal culture to cope with normal society,
they will use knowledge and skills obtained
from deviant cultures to cope in whatever way
they can. (ECS, 1976a) p. 14)

Several authorities have comnented upon the lack of
knowledge of the effects of educational programs on in-
mates (Ayers, 1975;,Reagen et al., 1973). The final
report of the President's Task Fork.e on Prisoner Rehabil-
itation, 1970, found that only about 1% of prisoners are
.involved in any kind of education program and that less
than 1% of prison budgets ire,used fc educational prog-
rams. In addition, the report asserted that "little is
known about the nature, scope, and effectivenss of

\ education programs for the inmates of the adult coirect-
ional facilities of America" (U.S. President's Task Force.
. .,-1970).

Education's traditional role of "outcast" in the
mainstream of corrections' power, policy ail:: decision-
making apparatus is at the core of this lack of critical
assessmint, limited knowledge base, and the significant
absence of substantive information about the impact of
educational programs. For the most part, the central
discussion, with regard to educational programs in corr-
ections, tends to be one of bare survival. At best, this
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discussion is one of methOds, technioups, and numbers,
rather than any serious evaluation of goals, purposes, and
expectations.

Despite this lack of knowledge, the absence of rigor-
ous evaluation models, and the consis,tent subjugation of
education within the institutional heirarchy, a range of
fragmented attempts to develop"more appropriate and effect-
ive educational programing for inmates has started: In
all levels of correctional systems, both state and federal,
efforts are underway to increase academic, vocational, and
social skills. These programs are usually financed by
"soft" money from an amalgam of federal sources, under the
auspthes of the U.S. Office of Education and the Department
of Labor, and through LEAA grihts administered by State
Planning Agencies. Private corporations, including RCA,
Ford Motors, IBM, and Volkswagen have also begun to enter
the field.

The administration of these programs varies with the
institution, and the process is further complicated by the
multiplicity of administrative controls found at state and
national levels. The only centralized administrative unit
is that of the Federal Bureau of Prisons, which operates
through regional directors. The rest of the system 'varies
from state to state. Funds and prog ms maY be initiated
and controlled by the respective State Department of
Education, or they may be, as in New Jersey, Texas, and
Virginia, controlled by a special administrative school
district for correctional facilitip. In some states,
there is a direct contract for sta f and services with a
school district, vocational-technical school, community
college, or university adjacent.to a particular institu-
tion. Other state programs are administered by a county
or regional aducation facility.

In large measure, the vast range of educational
programs, with their patchwork of funding sources and
varying administrative des4Ins, have contributed to the,
confusion, misconceptions,, and-undefined character of
institutional education for inmates.

While correctional education programs now exist in
all state and federal facilities, the design of the prog-
rams vari6s. Some of these programs are innovative. Many
are anachronistic in both concept and implementation, and
mirror the worst of the educational system in the "outside"
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world (Roberts, 1971). With rare exceptions, they tend to
present "the mixture as before", which has already failed
to provide for the inmate population a remedy for academic,
vocational, and social problems. While there are some
widely known educational programs which "contribute greatly
to the advancement of the state-of-the-art, others are
almost secretive in theis content and procedure; some are
a major effort of educators,'while many are A minimal
actiJn of correctional personnel" (Reagen et al., 1973,
p.i46).

In this somewhat separatirt atmosphere, the study and
assessment of the goals, purposes, and effectiveness of
correctional education appears to remain unattended. Until
this overriding issue is acted upon, there can be little
hope of positively changing the perceptions of those who
set policy,for correctional institutions, those who staff
these institutions, and those who are the "consumers" of
educational services - the inmates.

In reviewing the literature, program descriptions,
"head count" analyses, and evaluations it is hard not to
form the opinion that one salient reason for the dearth of
goals and purposes in institutional education programs is
the absence of a consistent and effective evaluation com-
ponent. In most cases, evaluation of educational programs,
even when mandated, is less than adequate and, if present,
consists of a gathering of opinions and a.fiscal account-
ing. There is no clear pattern in program evaluation of
what exists, what has been successful, or what has failed.
Sometimes no information regarding the existence of a
funded program exists, let alone an evaluation. There are,
of course, rare exceptions, but, because these exceptions
are indeed so rare, one is'often loath to draw conclusions
or to make any "intuitive leaps" to the larger prison
populrtion.

The more detailed "catalog" of issues which follows
is based upon*the analysis of all available literature
and research. A complete bibliography is attached. The

For detailed discussion of these issues see
Correctional Education Pro rams for Inmates, Bell, et al,
Lehigh University, January, 1977 available from the
National Criminal Justice Reference Service.
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exploration of the li.:erature and research concerned it-
self with four general categories of educational programs
which are cormon to correctional institutioas, and social
education, a recent and as yet vaguely defined category
which, to a great extent, overlaps and incorporates the
other four. The five categories are as follows:

1. Adult Basic Education (ABE) Programs

For the purpose of this analysis, ABE4projects include
any organized effort to improve the basic literacy, lin-
guistic, and computational skills of those inmates who are
either functionally illiterate or for whom there is a
large gap between the attained and potential achievement
in such skill areas.

2. Secondary Education and General Education Diploma
(GED) Programs

These programs are in the area of secondary education,
where, for those inmates who have not completed high
school, curricula and instruction are usually developed
for the purpose of enabling an inmate to obtain a General
Education Development credential. Such programs are
primarily de igned for those who are functioning at the
secondary 1 iel of achievement, and who desire to take
the High ool Equiiralency Examination which is period-
ically administered within the institution.

3. Post-Secondary Education Programs

This group of programs includes any college courses
available to inmates for which they can gain academic,
transcripted credit. These courses and programs are
usually made available as part of a cooperative effort
between the institution and nearby two- and/or four-year
colleges. These courses generally serve as an introduct-
ion for inmates to college-level disciplines. In some
institutions it is possible for the inmate to earn an
associate or bachelors degree without ever leaving the
prison.

4. Vocational Education Programs

The goal of these programs is the development of job-
related skills through a combination of on-the-job train-
ing and classroom experience within the institution. Some
of these programs may include the more specific goal of

5



the acquisition of a trade or technical certification.

S. Social Education Programs

The programs in Social Education are the most diffi-
'cult to describe or clarify. Essentially, they are those
programs, almost unique to institutions which prepare the
inmate for reintegration into society after a lengthy
period of incarceration. Such programs would typically
include life skills, decision-making skills, job interview-
ing skills, group and family living skills, interpersonal
skills, problem-solving skills, consumer education, and
communication skills. The facts that such programs are
of relatively recent vintage, that they infringe upon
the role of prison treatment staff, and that they are, by
definition, involved in all of the four previously ident-
ified educational program categories, make social educa-
tion a difficult area to adequately synthesize.

The issues associated with each of the five areas
were examined from five different aspects:

A. Funding and Administration
B. Nature of the Institution
C. Program Design
D. Access to Resources and Materials
E. Evaluation

The catalog of issues presented here are a synthesis
of those identified in the literature, the research, and
by a numberof experts in the field. They are in no way
thoroughly or exhaustively presented or argued, nor do
they represent all the issues pertinent to a complex
topic. Instead, they are presented as those issues which
commonly appear in all programs and are readily agreed to
by a substantive body of opinion in the field, the liter-
ature, and the research. It is against this "backdrop"
of issues that the remaining explanation summarized in
the remainder of this report was undertaken and the
implied assumptions tested.

A. Funding and Administration

Issue 1. Conflict between those external agencies
responsible tor the administration 61
educational programs for inmates
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This issue seems to have its roots in the fact that
there are usually several agencies within each system
which have some respons:thility for providing educational
programs for inmates. These may include, but are not
limited to, the State Departments of Education and Wel-
fare, the State Department of Corrections, several local
institutions of higher education,and local public school
systems. While this has been ameliorated to some extent
by a centralized or regionalized administration in the
Federal System and within some states, most sources see
this as a principle issue.

Issue 2. Conflict between administrators within
the prison

Most authorities indicate that this issue is an
outcome of.thefact that critical adminiStrative and
policy-making decisions relative to educational program-
ing are masle by those who are most concerned with security.

Issue 3. Lack of comprehensive planning to provide

educational

This issue is'an inevitable result of Issues 1 and
2 and, to some extent, oC those which follow. It is both
caused and compounded by the facts that educational
programing has a relatively low priority within the
correctional institution and that it lacks credibility in
the eyes of both security and other treatment staff.

Issue 4. Lack of adc uate fundin

While an issue common to corrections as a whole, there
seems to be some justification for the argument that edu-
cation may be in need of some additional funding. This
appears to be particularly true if the problems of out-
dated equipment, inappropriate instructional material, and
lack of supportive services are to be addressed.

Issue 5. Diverse sources of "soft" funding

The number of federal and state agencies which provide
funds for correctional education under varied auspices are
numerous, so numerous, in fact, that considerable adminis-
trative manipulation, time and effort is consumed in seek-
ing them out, fulfilling the requirements, completing

7



proposals and tailoring programs to fit their guidelines.
As funds are usually granted for relatively short Periods
and are subject to change on at least an annual basis,
their "soft" status adds considerable uncertainty to
administrator, teacher and inmate. They are also often
part of a state wide allocation and as such require
correctional educators to lobby for their share.

Issue 6. Lack of knowledge of the availability
and requirements of fundia

The correctional education administra or is not always
knowladgeable about the various sources of funds within
state and federal appropriations: If the administrator
does have such knowledge she or he may not have the povier,
the skill, the personnel, or the time to seek out such
funds and consequently is restricted to funds allocated
to the program under appropriations over which he or she
may have no control.

B. Nature of the Institution

Issue 7. Conflict between the contradictory
philosophies espoused by custodal
and treatment personnel

This difference in attitude is of long standing and
an accurate ref/ection of the prevailing Attitudes within
the society-at-large. This issue, howeVer, is compounded
by the'relatively wide, and'acknowledged, rift between
the treatment and education modalities within prisons.
The outcomes of this "triangulation" are lack of commun-
ication, some hostility, internal competition 'for funds
and lack of an integrated treatment plan which includes
educational objectives.

Issue 8. Low priority of the educational proxram
within the institution

A direct oufcome of issue, seven has been a lack of
adequate assignment of space, staff and materials. In

addition, there is a widely reported lack of cooperation
and understanding among non-educational and educational
staff within the institution, making educational activ-
ities seem more susceptible to interruption than any
other ionstitutional activity. These both attest and
contribute to education's low priority status within the
institutional framework.
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Issue 9. Limitation of educational opportunities
by lack of contact with outside world

Community resources and experiences normally available
to those enrolled in all levels of education programs in
the community are, almost non-existent in the correctional
institution program. This makes implementation of an
effective vocational, social or post secondary education
program particularly difficult because such 'external"
resources and experiences are invaluable.

Issue 10. Lack of incentives and use of coercion

The inmate is often put at a disadvantage when enroll-
ing in an educational program. Frequently he is embarking
upon a venture at.which he has previously failed. The
financial rewards for participation in education\programs
within the infra-structure of the prison are often lower
than those for any of the Alternative activities he could
choose. The avaIlability of educational programs may be
restricted to the evenings when more attractive alter-
natives are available. An inmate's efforts in a program .

are_ not always reinforced by his inmate peer.group.,
In spite of these negative forces, he may be coerced,
albeit subtly, into attending class by the suggestion
that such attendance will look good on his parole or
commutation application.

Issue 11. Hostility of security staff toward
education programs

Security staff are often resentful of free education-
al opportunities made available to "criminals" since they
or their families have never had the opportunity to avail
themselves of such free opportunities. Moreover, their
education and that of their families may have cost them
dearly. This issue seems to te particularly critical in
times of general economic hardship such as those exper-
ienced in retent years. This attitude on the part of
the security staff is often manifested by a lack of
enthusiasm for the efforts of the correctional educator.
It may also result in an indirect "sabotage" of some
programs.

C. Program Design

Issue 12. Courses not part of an integrated program

9



Many of the courses presented appear to be islands
unto themselves rather than being part of a planned edu-
cational program which in turn is part of an integrated
treatment plan. This ad hoc approach has little, if any,
meaning to the inmate andHis no relevance to his netds
upon release. ,

Issue 13.'Lack of specificity in the design of a
course

This parallels the Issue 12. Many courses have no
specific goals in mind and no adequate pre and post assess-
ment. They often reflect the worst of the public school
offerings in which the inmate has already experienced
failure and which may have little meaning for him either
presently or in the future.

Issue 14. Inadequate procedures and criteria for
student selection for, and placement in,
appropriate eaucational programs

There is distinct support for the view.that the
procedures by which students are selected for, and placed
in correctional education programs are, at best, inade-
quate.. The instruments used are often inappropriate,
invalid and badly administered. The criteria for place-
ment in programs often include availability, time remain-
ing on sentence, number required to complete minimal
class roster, whim of counselor or lack of any alternative.

Issue 15. Lack of adequate support services,
especially after release

In order that educational programing is carried out
to the inmates' benefit there is the need for accurate
educational dia/nosis, counseling, and career planning on
a continuing basis. The lack of these support 'services
is a clear issue. The literature received also indicated
that such services assume critical importance immediately
prior to release and particularly during the first months
'on the street"'.

Issue 16. Poor quality of instruction and lack of
specially trained teac ers

This has been identified as an area of critical import-
ance by most authorities. -The special needs and circum-
stances of inmates require specially trained teachers with

10



unusual personal qualities. Such teachers are rare due to
the small number of training programs specifically designed
for correctional educators. The difficulties experienced
in teaching in corrections have forced many good staff out
of the field. The vacuum has often been filled by teachers
and administrators who are inadequately trained to meet the
specific educational needs'of the prison population.

D. Access to Resources and Materials

Issue 17. Inadequate and anachronistic materials
and machinery

This issue seems to be compounded by two factors.
The nature of the typical client - an adult inmate with
severely retarded academic growth - makes it difficult to
find materials which are appropriate and effective for
offender populations. Publishers have yet to prepare
appropriate high interest and low readability texts or
supplementary materials that are relevant to such popul-
ations in sufficient quantities and variety. Secondly,
the relatively low budgets for correctional hardware,
especially in the vocational education field. Consequently
much of the instruction is carried out with out-dated
equipment which is hardly conducive to the attainment of
skills readily marketable upon release.

Issue 18. Acces,..s to resources limited by security_
constraints

Many inmates cannot benefit from educational courses
which may include the use of tools, dissecting instru-
ments, chemicals, or controversial publications. Some
institutions continue to discourage the use of female
instructors no matter how competent on the grounds that
they are "a threat to security".

Issue 19. Lack of contact with'"external" resources
and personnel

As identified earlier (Issue 9), the isolation of the
prison from the general community, as much by geographic
location as by architectural design, means that those
resources which are normally available to other educational
enterprises are rarely evident in the nrison classroom.
Few peoPle --ee willing to visit and voiunteer their ser-
vices in supgJort of an educational program in an isolated
correctional institution on a regular basis, and security
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regulations often preclude inmate participation in com-
munity offerings.

E. Evaluation

Issue 20. The lack of anr rigorous and systematic
evaluation

This appears to be the sin,le most important issue.
It is probably due to many reaso s including the following:

Th6 lack of any measurab e objectives

The lack of any mandate to conduct such
evaluations by funding agencies

The lack of research an
in the system

The lack of interest by
investigators because o
and the low priority of
in the total research s

measurement expertise

y researchers or
e lack of funds
rectional education

ctrum

The inability, to controisall the variables

The hostile envirOnment of fkkcorrectional
institution

The difficulty in establishing any sort of
acceptable control group and thus to establish
any sort of experimentalldesign

Lack of concern for assef,sing the marketability
of training and skills acquired which in turn
is related to

Lack of established needs in the job market
to which the inmate will return upon release

-

* The extreme concerns for either security or
humane treatment often prFETITE measurement of
any specific program outcomes'as possible
standards for evaluation

Researchers are at odds about the use of
recidivism rates for measuring the effectiveness
of educational programs. One school of research
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argues that the only real evaluation of success
is impact on recidivism rate, while the other
maintains that any attempt to connect educa-
tional success to recidivism is unrealistic.

In addition to the common issues identified above,
each type of program has its own special attendant issues.
As each of the chapters dealing with these programs is
intended to stand alone, it is suggested that such issues
which are unique to the topic can be found by referring
back to the relevant chapter.



CHAPTER II

SYNTHESIS
0..

The intent of this chapter is to summarize the syn-
th6sis of the data which relate to the framework of issues
presented in the preceding chapter. These data were col-
lected by means of a lengthy questionnaire, site visits to
representative institutions, and telephone interviews.

I. Methodology

0

A random mailing sample of 200 institutions wai drawn
from a population of 327 federal and state prisons in the
continental United States, excluding Alaska. This random
sample was then checked against the relative distributions
found in the total population for representativeness in the
eight categories listed below:

(1) Number of institutions in each State
(2) Regional distribution by geographic quadrant
(3) Number of inmates
(4) Security classification
(5) Sex of inmates

..... (0) -Type of available education programs, e.g.,
Adult isic Education (ABE), Secondary or GED
(SE/GE Post Secondary Education (PSE), Voca-
tIonal Education (VOC), and Social Education (SOC)

(7) Number/of LEAA-funded projects in the topic area
(8) t4umbei of federal institutions

The only constraint placed on the selection of institutions
was that those with less than 100 inmates were excluded,

, when possible, on the basis that they would be less likely
to have independent, on-going education programs. A com-
parison of the relative frequencies in both the total popu-
lation and the qailing sample is presented in Table 1. It

should be noted !that, throughout this document, all per-
centages are rounded to the nearest whole number.

The questionnaire was mailed to the Directors of Edu-
cation in the 200 institutions in the mailing sample, in
April, 1977. IOvas designed to gather data relating to
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TABLE

Characteristics of Total Papulation vs.
Characteristics of Mailing Sample

Characteristic
Percent of

Total Population
Percent
of Sample

I

TYpe of Institution

10%.

11%

10%
°

13%

561
/

9%

10%

12%

16%

54%

Maximum Security
Minimum Security
Medium Security
MaxiMum, Minimum, and
Medium Combined

.

Data Uhavailable

Sex of Lmmates . \ ,

601
11%
9%

21%
.

60%
6%

12%

22%

----Mille

Female
.Cped

.

Data Unavailable

. .

12114
.

..

39%
16%

35%
10%

39%
15%-

36%

11%

rtheist
,Nbtthwest .

,

Southeast
.' Southwest

.

Education Provams

.

78%
21%

1%

74%
25%
1%

66%

28%
6%

77%
22%
13,

28%

68%

4%

.

81%-
20%

--

77%

23%

1%

68%
26%

6%

81%

19%

1%

25%

70%
4%

Adult Basic Education
Data Unavailable
No ABE ,

Secondary/GED Program
Data Unavailable
No SE/GED

Post Secondary Education
Data UnaVailable
No PSE

Vocational Education
Data Unavailable
No VOC

Social Education
Data Unavailable

No SOC

LEAA Federal Projects

.

40%

48%
12%

41%

45%

15%

Data Onavailable
No LEM Projects
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the issues in the five major educational program types and
questions were selected to provide a detailed, descriptive,
and analytical picture of the institutions' program offer-
ings.Theissuesaddressedyere concentrated in the follow-
iag areas: 1

(1) Funding and administration
(2) Nature of the institdtion
(3) Access to resources and materials

- (4) Program design
(5) Evaluation

The introductory section of the Ruestionnaire con-
tained questions regarding the general size, administration,
funding, staffing, and inmate population in the educational
progtam and was to be completed by all*respondents. The
remaining five sections of the questionnaire each pertained
to one of the five types of education programs typically
offered in a correctional setting. These sections included
questions relstinuto placement criteria, monitoring sys-
tems, available programs, course objectives and competencies,
availability and quality of resources and materials, and .

program evaluations done since January 1, 1973.

Telephone interviews were held with each questionnaire
recipient, to clarify the intent of the questionnaire 4nd
the specific questions it contained. These contacts were
also intended to encourage a high response rate and to ad-
dress poSsible concerns about the purpose of the NCEEP study.

Questionnaires, were returned by 163 institutions. In
the'remainder of.this document, the term "respondent" 'will
'refer to only these 163 responding institutions. In addi-
tion, since not all'of the respondent sample will have an-
swered a given question, the number of item resPondents
will be presented, where necessary, and will be denoted by
the letter "N".

.In a Six week period, from May to mid-June 1977, the
NCEEP staff visited 20 representative institutions, se-
lected on the basis of region, size, and nature of the in-
stitution. ThL purpose of these visitswas to (1) assess
the validity and reliability of the data collected from the
questionnaire, (2) round out, intensify, and complement in-
lormation from the questionnaire through direct exposure
to programs, personnel,-and resources within the stratified
sample; an& (3) assess'the environmental and exogenous fac-
tors that may affect correctional education programs.

16
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During the two-day visit lo each institution, the project
team interviewed the following people.or their designyted
representatives: tht Superintendent or Warden, one Deputy
Superintendent, the Director-of Education, two teachers,
two counselors, and two,inmates. In additinn, each visiithi
ingl team attempted to-gain as much direct Contact as pos-
salle with the day-to-day'operations, resources, aulenvi-
ronMent of.the.institutio,n's education programs.

It. Synthesis of the Framework

The responses to the questionnaire and those recorded
during the on-site interviews were coded and the xesultant
data were organized according to the following categories:

A. General Information
B. Funding and Administration
C. klature of the Institution
D. ftogram 'Design
E. Acess to Resources and Materials
F. Evaluation

General-Information
oe

A high,p4kcentage of the 163 institutions responding
to the questionnaire (751) are located-sin rural areas.
Security classifications of the respondents are as follows:
medIum, secut4y--42%, maximum security-30%, and minimum
tecurity--28%. The reipondent sample included 131 mile,
seven female, and 23 coeducational institutions. The aver-
age popUIation of male institutioni is 846, female insti-
tutions ayerage 352 inmates, coeducational facilities aver-
age 574 malls and 118.females. The average age of all in-
mates in tHe sample institutions is 26.06 years. The length
of time 'seip,td in medium security facilities is on the
average 32:45.'months, coinpared to 31.2 months in maximum
and 15.44 months in minimum.

- The average number of inmates enrolled in education
programs of any kind is 304.4. The following table gives
a detailed bjeakdown of enrollment figures and programs
offered.
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TABLE 2

Educational Offerings and
Enrollment by Program Area

Type of
Program

Percent of In-
stitutions Of-
fering Program

)ercent
Inua.Js
Enrolled

of
,

Average Number Enrolled
N'Part 'Time Full Time

ABE 96% 11% 46.67 10.49 148

SE GED 9. 12% 76.67 37.17 155

PSE 83% 10% 49.20 25.50 155

89% 191 41.00 57.51 156_VOC

SOC 44% 15% 58.90 11.50 153

The highest educational levels achieved by inmates
prior to commitment are reported in Table 3.

TABLE 3

Highest Educational Level of
Inmates Prim to Commitment (4.433)

Highest Level
Average Amber

of Inmates
Percent o
All Inmates

Same College Education
High School Diploma or GED
Between 8th & 12th Grades
Less than 8th Grade

32

170

250 .

250

4%.

23%

33%

33%

B. Fundingsand Administration

0

The information relating to the funding and administra-
tion of correctional education programs showed that the
average percentage of the total institutional budget de-
voted to such programs is 91. The average total expenditure
per institution for educational programs, including both
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internal and axternal sources, is $261,201.80, a per annum
expenditure of $905.59 per enrolled student. The largest
source of funding for education programs in state institu-
tions (75I)i comes from the state in which the institution
is located, with federal sources supplying 23%, and the
balance (11) coming from various other sources, including
private industry. The majority of funds for education pro-
grams in U.S. Bureau of Prisons facilities (92%) comes from '
federal sources, with 51 coming from the state in which the
prison is located, and the remainder (3%) coming from other
sources. These funds were consAered "generous" by 4%
of the.questionnaire respondents, "adequate" by 541, and
"inadequate" by 42%. Respondents were asked to indicate if
"lack of adequate funds" presented any problem in meeting
inmates' educational needs, by rating this item on a five
point scale, where 1 represented "Not a Problem" and 5
represented "Serious Problem". The ratings of the 157
respondents were ar follows:

Not A Serious
Problem Problem

1 2 3 4 5

Most of the 112 respondents 05%) indicated that suf-.

ficient guidelines are avaLable for preparing funding ap-
plications. Half of the respondents (50%) had some staff
with previous experience in applying for funding. The time
intervals required'between funding reapplications are Sum-
marized in Table 4.

TABLE 4

Intervals at Which Institutions are
Required to Reapply for Educational Funds

3

Interval ; State Funds
(N=116)

Federal Funds
(N=115)

Local Funds
Ci=33)

Mbre than once a year 8% 14% 21%
Annually 77% 85% 73%
EveLy two years 16% 1% 6%
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Of the 140 responding educational administrators, 49%
reported that the necessity of periodically reapplying for
funds interferes with their ability to plan programs for more
than one year ahead. The responsibility of applying for
external funds was reported to be only at the state level
by 36% of the 145 respondents. External funding applica-
tions is a iocal (institutional) responsibility at 28% of
the institutions, and 26% reported both local (institution-
al) and state responsibilities. This sharing of funding
responsibilities was reported to create,problems in both
the planning and the administration of program:i by 36F-6f
the 129 respondents. Other problems cited in relation to
funding were the acquisition of materials (27%) and the
retention of staff (171).

The relative frequencies of responses to questions
regarding the responsibility for the administration of
educational programs are summarized .in Table S. It should
be noted that since more than one agency could be involved
in administration, the percentage of involvement reported
does not total 100% but is rather a reflection of how many
respondents have administratiye ties with these agencies.

TABLE 5

Percentage of Institutions Reporting Involvement of
Specific Agencies in the Administration of

Corrnctional Education Programs

Agency Involvement

Nominal Re-
spansibility

Functional Re-
sponsibility N

Institution 73% 17% 69% 148

State Department of
Education 47% 39% 9% 149

State Department of
Welfare 3% 3% 1% 158

State Department of
Corrections 66% 29% 44% 147

Higher Education
Institutions 27% 14% 16% 155

Public School System 7% 5% 3% 156

Other 20% 9% 12% 153
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The multiple administration of education programs wasreported to create problems associated with the administra-
tion of programs (30%), the planning of programs (29%), and
policy making (17%). The same factor was reported to cause
,problems among educational staff by 20% of the 135 respond-ents, and 21% cited problems in hiring or replacing staff.
Decisions in the hiring of educational staff were made bythe educational admimistrator in 39% of 'the institutions
and by noneducational, institutional administrators in 45%of the facilities. Certification is the most frequently
cited criterion in the hiring of staff, with 86% of the160 respondents using this criterion. Civil service statusis also considered in 40% of the institutions. Specialisttraining was cited by 26% of the administrators as a criter-ion in hiring.

Site Visits

The consensus of opinion which emerged from site-visit
interviews was that institutional administrators consideredfunding levels for educational programs to be sufficient.
Concern was expressed about the lack of local control of
such funds and there was some feeling that this limited
administrative flexibility, influenced politics, and de-
terminea priorities in ways over which the institutional
.adminirtrators had no control. Educational administrators
confirmed that the funds for their programs are provided
by a multiplicity of sources, and 11 of those interviewed
indicated t at problems in staffing and program, continuity
resulted fr m this situation. Almost one third of the edu-cational a inistrators (7) indicated that the lack of
funding was a serious problem, while five, four of whom
were in fed ral facilities, expressed satisfaction with
funding lev ls.

The major administrative problems reported during the
site interviews were the following: (1) staff shortages
and turnover, (2) funding of programs, (3) the Education
Department's lack of power within the institution, and
(4) lack of dequate space. It should be noted that 14
of the educational administrators stated that their re-
lationships 1crith other departments in the institution are
excellent. \

The 37 teachers interviewed during site visits gave
responses similar to those of their Directors. A majority
cited problems caused by funding, with only 16 reporting
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no funding problems. The most common problems caused by
a lack of funds, cited by eight teachers, was in the supply
of educational materials and program continuity. Seventeen
teachers believed that external funding decisions created
problems, particularly in the areas of program design and
staffing,. Eleven of those interviewed felt that education
had a low priority within the institution and nine reported
that educatioh lacked appropriate influence and power.
Interviews with treatment personnel revealed that the com-
monly held opinion was that education programs were under
staffed and under funded.

C. The Nature of the Institution

The influence of the unique nature of correctional
institutions upon education programs within their walls
has.been identified as significant by most authorities.
Data conceraing geographic locations, security classifi-
cations, and sizes of institutions were previously dis-
cussed in the section on "General Information".

A majority (56%) of the 157 respondents to a question.
about educational release reported that the inmate is
alwa s released from work assignments to attend his/her
c asses, while 40%'of the respondents reported conditional
release for educational purposes and a small nuriber (41)
reported that an inmate is never released from work assign-
ments. This released time was cited as a cause of conflict
between the Education Department and the other departments
in the institution by 47% of the responding institutions
(N..156). This conflict was either with the Work Super-
visor (381) or with both the Supervisor and the security
staff (15%).

Directors of Education in 62% of the responding insti-
tutions reported that the higher pay offered in work assign-
ments, especially in prison industries, discouraged inmate
participation in education programs. A quarter of those
responding rated this'as a serious factor influencing en-
rollment.

The summary of the responses to a question in which
the Directors of Education assessed the attitudes of other
institutional personnel toward their education program is
given in Table 6.

2 2
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TABLE 6

Institutions Rating Attitudes of Noneducational
Staff Towards the Education Program (N=159)

Attitude
security

,

Staff
Treatment

Staff Administratir

Extremely Supportive 21% 541 561
Moderately Supportive 641 451 41%
Not Supportive 111 a 4%
Hostile 4%

,

Security concerns were also addressed by the NCEEP
questionnaire and 59% of the 155 respondents indicatedthat the education program and course offerings were, lim-ited by security constraints. It was also reported that
in more than one half of the 147 responding institutions
(53%), teachers were not permitted to offer educational
services to inmates confined to their cells.

The availability of education programs for institution-
al staff was explored in the questionnaire. A large minor-
ity of the institutions (421) .had no educational offeringsfor their staff, 40% had separate classes for staff, and
28% had classes which both staff and inmates attended.

To ascertain what items influenced the education
staff's ability to meet inmates' learning needs, a list
of items was presented to respondents for their ratings.
The relative frequencies of these responses are summarized
in Table 7.
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TABLE 7

Factors which Influence the Effectivbaess
of Educational Staff (Ns157)

w

i
Factors

Not A
Probl an

1 2 4

Serious
Problem

S
.

Conflict with Custodial
Staff 451 261 221 5% St

Conflict over Maintenance
of Institution (,411,
inmate jobs) I) 311 33% 16% 16% 4%

Lack of Adequate Liaison
with Treatment Staff 52% 30% 12% St 11

Conflicts with Other In-
stitutional Programs
for Inmates (Religious,
Recreational, etc.) 481 251 131 81 SI

Site Vis,its

The opinions of Superintendents and their Deputies
about the relationship of education tc the goals-of the
institution clustered around two points of view. The first
opinion, held by 12 of those interviewed, saw education as
a segment of the treatment process and an integral part of

the institution. The second view, held by nine administra-
tors, was that education is only part of a system in which
the main emphasis must, of 'necessity, be upon security.

All administrators stated that their education programsi
were qualitatively and quantitatively good and important
to the institution. A large proportion (12), however, re-
ferred to education in a management context and believed
that the availability, of programs helped, rather than
hindered, security.

In interviews with educational administrators, the two
most frequently mentioned problems, each cited by five ad-
ministrators, were education's lack of influence and power
within the institution and the lack of adequate space and
staff. Seven of those interviewed believed security con-
cerns within the institution limited the use of materials
and space. Four administrators believed that security
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concerns limited the involvement of certain people in theeducation program, particularly women, who were not al-lowed to be employed as professionals in four institutions.In elevm of the institutions visited, educational person-nel were assigned responsibilities beyond those normallyexpected of educators. Often these responsibilities werein the areas of discipline and security.

Serious inte:ruptions in the "fluw" of inmates through
programs were cited by 16 of the educational administrators.These interruptions included unexplained security decisions,delays in arrivals to classes, "call-outs" for work assign-ments, and conflicts caused by the scheduling of competingactivities. Other unavoidable disruptions were caused bytransfer, release, and vJurt hearings.

Less than one half of the educational administrators(9), considered that educational needs were well integratedin the inmates' overall treatment plans. Responses regard-ing the influence of participation in education up9n inmates'parole status were divided, with a slight majority (12) in-dicating that it had a great deal of influence. Anothergroup of eight, however, believed that the influence of
educational participation upon parole decisions was insig-nificant and expressed concern regarding the inconsistent
application of educational information in such decisions.

Educational administrators were asked about the ade-
quacy or existence of a communication system between edu-
cational personnel and other segments of the institution.Responses from a majority ,(12) indicated that such com-
,munication was either on a limited, ad hoc basis or non-existent.

The teachers interviewed during site visits ranked theprobl,em of conflicts with ',ecurity staff second only to theproblem of student motivation, with 21 reporting that secu-rity regulations inhibited their effecftveness. The most
commonly held view (17) concerning tile influence of partic-ipation in education upon parole status, was that such
participation has a positive influence in parole decision-.
Twenty of the teachers reported that they_had duties, usu-ally in security, which they considered ta-Ontial to their
educational responsibilities. The instructional staff ex-pressed views similar to those of their Directors about
interrupti.ons in inmate "flow" through the educational pro-gram and about communications between education and the
other segments of the institution. A large number of

2.5
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teachers (23) also expressed a lack of input intc decisions
and policies of the institution as a whole, while 14 also
indicated a similar lack of input into the,education pro-

gram.

Treatment personnel, when interviewed, expressed high
opinions of the education programs. An overwhelming major-
ity (32), however, expressed concerrs about the lack of
staff and funding for the education programs and the low
student motivation. Specific mention was made in seven
interviews of the dilution of the effect of education
through coercion to enter the program. While unanimously
agreeing that education was part of the treatment process,
less than one half of these interviewed (15) reported
having any formal system for transferring information be-
tween treatment and education. Two thirds of the treat-
ment staff (21) reported that they had received no orienta-
tion to acquaint them with the offerings and Sctivities.of
the Education Department, and the remaining respondents
stated that their only orientation had been a brief descrip-
tion during entry training. None of those interviewed were
aware of any orientation for educational personnel to the

treatment program and'only five did any work in conjunctiqn
with their colleagues in the Education Department.

The inmates, when interviewed, believed, for the most

part (22 of 39), that institutional education programs were

superior to those they had experienced on the "outside".

Many expressed the opinion, however, that involvement in
such programs was not highly esteemed by either the admini-

stration or their peers. Most inmates (23) considered
--that educational involvement helped them get p role .

Eight of the inmates expressing this view, h ever, quali-

fied it in unsolicited responses. They did riot believe

that he parole board viewed participation itn education as

a pos tive criterion in parole decisions. They suggested
that the parole board responded negatively, however, if

one was not in a program and was considered to be in'need

of an education. Therefore, they believed that it was
better to be in education and gainjwthing in the eyes of
the parole board, than to not participate and be denied

a parole.

When asked what the attitudes of most inmates were
regarding education programs, one third of those interviewed
(13) felt that most inmates held favorable opiniorts about

programs. The remainder of those interviewed were either

not willing to venture an opinion or believed that inmates
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held negative attitudes about educational offerings. A
similar divergence in opinion appeared in responses to
a question about whether the inmates enfolled in education
were serious about the education program. Sixteen of
\those interviewed said that they believed students to be
)serious, but 17 either felt that the students were not
serious or that it depended on 'the individual inmate.
any of those with negative opinions believed that inmates

e rolled in'education because it was "good time", an escapefrom work assignments, or it enabled the inmate to get offthe cell block. Twelve inmates reported that prison in-
dustries or other work assignments paid better wages than
the education program and five reported receiving no pay
for participation in the education'progiai. Only four
inmates reported that they wereeither financially better
off or just as well off because of enrolling in school, and
four stated that inmates are not paid for work or school.

D. Program Design

The discussion of the program design information
collected from the questionnaire is broken down into five
subdivisions. These five areas were identified as. Critical
aSpects of prograi design in the issues paper and are as
fdllows: (1) the need for courses to be part of an inte-
grated program, (2) the need for specificity in course
deiign, (3) the procedures and criteria for student place-
ment and selection, (4) the need for adequate support serv-
ices, especially after relt4se; and (5) the quality of
instruction and teacher training for corrections.

The Need for Courses to be Part of an
Integrated Program

This issue was explote4 by questicns which pertained
to (1) time served by inmktes and the design of programs
within these limits, (2) "clustering"--the provision of
academic skills in conjunction\with,vocational skills,
(3) provisions for simultaneous enrollment in educational
programs and work assignments, and (4) the availability of
continuous funding as a consideration in integrated program
planning.

Data concerning time served and educational levels at
time of commitment havealready been reported in the section
on "General Information". Factors considered in the design
of Post Secondary Education programs are reported in Table 8.
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TABLE 8

Factors Considered in the Design of
Post Secondary Education Programs (N0133)

Factors
Percent of Institutions Using Factors
0% 201 40% 60% 80% 1001

Inmate Needs Assessment

Institutional Limitatiow

Availability of Instructors

Transferability of Credit

Job Market Needs Assessment

301

25%

63%

58%

81%

In the five program areas, the most frequently reported
combination of course offerings are as follows (N=155):

.(1) ABE, SE/GED, PSE, and VOC courses--offered by
37% of the institutions

(2) ABE, SE/GED, PSE, VOC, and SOC courses--offered
by 321 of the institutions .

(3) ABE, SE/GED, and VOC courses--offe;d by 7%
of the institutions

(4) ABE, SE/GED, VOC, and SOC courses--offered by
6% of the institutions

(5) ABE, SE/GED, and PSE courses--offered by 5%
of the institutions

In response to a question about the "clustering" of
program offerings, 48% of the 140 responding institutions
do not cluster their vocational courses with ABE, Secondary/
GED, or college courses. Of Oese 140 institutions, 75%
responded, however, that they have general academic'pre-
requisites for certain vocational courses. The percentage
of institutions allowing simulataneous participation in
program areas is reported in Table 9. This table is to be
read across, by row only, and not by column, because it
represents only whether a student enrolled in one program
area can participate in any additional program areas.
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TABLE 9

Percentage of4astituticas Allowin Simultaneous
Participation in Program Areas

Program Area Proan Areas of Allowed Particiation
of Enrollment A1E SOC SE/ ?sa: VOC librk Wine

NA -51% NA NA 61% 79%
,

9% 150

SOC 73%
,

NA 84% 58% 71% 66%. 7% 109

SE/GED NA 44% NA- 26% 70% 83% 7% 155

VOC 68% 44% 75% 62% NA 60% 4% 142

Data relating to the relationship between work super-
visors and ,educators, and problems regarding the relation-ship between.program planning and funding haye already beenreported.

The Need for Specificity in Course Design °

Specificity in course design it defined by the follow--ing factors: (1) specific objectives and competencies foreach course offering, (2) the availab.lity of these objec-
.tives to all those involved in education progrqms, (3) the'
development of such obiectiyes in response to inniate needs
as identified by acceptable assessment procedure, and (4)
clear definition of courses and goals nece(7sary tor student
placement, success, and eventual course evaluation.

A summary of.the data relating 'to the competencies
and/or objectives used in c#:;rrectional education programs
is presented in Tables 10, 11, and 12.
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TABLE,10

Percentage of Institutions Having Lists of Specific

Competencies and/or Objectives for Education Programs

gram Area Nrcent of Respondents
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

SOC

ABE

SE/GED

VOC

53%

80%

84%

88%

123-

151

155

141

Table 11 reflects the percentages of the above insti-
tutions which make these lists available to teachers, stu-
dents, and counselors.

TABLE 11'

Availability of Competencies and/er Ctdectives to

Percent
of

Respondents

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

Teachers, Students, and Counselors

9 %
84% 81% 82%

77% 71%,
6 % 65% ,

60%

I; /I 1

4 11

.1! il

tn tn 0 tn in 0 tn tn
1., 4.) 1-4 14 4. v-4 14 4-+

g 1

0 0 4i

1121
I

59%
m m
14

ul E-4 u, II ii i 4 u, 1

971 %

k3C .
ABE SE/GED VOC

, (N-68) (N.° 122 ) (N-1430) (NE127)
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The critaria used in the design of,these competencies-and
objectives are identified in the tab).d

TABLE 12

Criteria:Used in Design of Objectives

Percent
of:

Respondents

1001

o.
801 ,. 80%

0170,1 173117i4
60%

1 1 PE 1 10 17
. a) a) ID Ia.)4.3 4-3 4;431 481 (.§ c!) g cg 8

463 t' +9 !))g
40%

9.. . . , I$ 4.1 4.) II 4.3 4.1 io 4.3 4.)
201 1 i t 'Mi lig 1 'M1.9%11 1 '4 24% 4+6A) 11 at I i

0% Ell I c! v)
g I 5

c..) cn

SOC ABE SE/GED VOC

The means of disseminating information about the edu-
cational opportunities within the institutions were exploredand, of the 162 respondents, 591 have a handbOok or catalog
which describes available courses and programs. Among the
institutions using handbooks, 69% distribute them to all
inmates, while 31% distribute them Only to those interestedin education. Information regarding the percentage of in-
stitutions'which reported having course .syllabi is shown inTable 13.

4
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TABLE 13

Percentage of Institutions Having Course Syllabi
in Specific Program Areas

gram ea rcent o nstitutlons
0% 20% 401

SOC

ABE

SE/GED

VOC

601 80% 100%

105

146

152

138

The extent to which responding institutions use
standardized tests to measure the general abilities of
inmates upon entry is summarized in Table 14. The two
most frequently reported achievement tests, in the "Other"
category, are the Able and the Gray-Votaw-Rogers Gene:al
Achievement Test (GVR). The most frequently reported
intelligence test, under "Other", is the Otis.
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TABLE 14

Percentage of Institutions
Using Standardized Tests

'Type of Test
"Ir

Percent
of

Institutions

Achievennit Tests
California Achievement Test 37% 158
Tests of Adult Basic Education 35% 158
Stanford Achievement Test 32% 158Wide Range Achievement Test 23% 158Other

26% 158

Intelligpnce Tests
Revised Beta 46% 155
Wechsler Intelligence Tests 22% 155
Stanford Binet

8% 155
Slossan Intelligence Tests 8% , 155Other

16% 155

Personality Tests

MinnesotaAiltiphasic
Personality Inventory (?IMPI)

Other
51%
17% 151D156

Vocational Surveys
--Nheral

52% 156

Aptitutde Test
Battery (GATB)

Singer Graflex Vocational
Evaluation 7% 156

Differential Aptitude Test 5% 156Other
13% 156

Another area of specificity of course design investi-gated by the NCEEP questionnaire was the way in which insti-
tutions assess course effectiveness. Project data showthat the methods outlined in Table 15 are employed to de-termine whether program objectives/competencies have beenmet.
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TABLE 15

Methods Used in Assessing the Attaiment
of Objectives/Competencies

Method
Percent of Respondents br Program
SOC

04.901

ABE
(*11141)

SE/
(N442) (4-131)

Standardized Tests 291 84% 84% 30%

Observation 701 67% 581 86%

Criterion-Based
Tests (Teacher-Made) 531 55A 591 69%

Work Sample 331 431 371 83%

Other 8% 4% llt 12%

During courses, inmates' progress is monitored and
evaluated by a variety of means. Table 16 presents the
percentages of those responding institutions which use
these methods of evaluation in the various program areas.

TABLE 16

Methods Used to Monitor and gvaluate
Innate Progress Through the Educational Program

Percent of Re
Method

Use of Pre & Post Tests
Staff Meetings
Written Reports from

Teachers
Interviews with Educa-
tional Counselor

Other

ABE
(N-152)

96%

33%

57%

17$

12%

spondents b
SE/GED
(+455)

Program
VOC

92%

30%

56%

22%

13%

55%

25%

81%

27%

19%
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The following table shows the ways in which the in-mate is made aware of his/her progress through courses.

TABLE 17

Methods by Which Inmates Axe Mhde Aware of
Their Progress in Education Prograns

Method
Percent of Respondents by Prolyam

(N-140)

ABE
(N152)

SE/CED
(N-155)

Grades 41% SO% SS%Conferences 78% 79% 76%Written Evaluation 51% 52% 68%Other 21% 19% 11%

In 151 responding institutions, the average percentageof inmates passing the GED test at first attempt is 69%.This can be compared to the 1976 national pass rate of 67.8%for all students taking the test, regardless of the numberof attempts (American Council of Education, 1976, p. 5).It must be noted, however, that in 62% of the responding
154 institutions, there is a grade level attainment require-ment for the inmate before he/she is allowed to attempt theGED test.

The Procedures and Critevia for Student
Placement and Selection

The NCEEP questionnaire asked respondents to rate thosEfactors which determine whether inmates become involved inthe education program. Each factor was rated on a four
point scale ranging from "Very Important Factor" to "Not
Important". Table 18 illustrates the percentage of insti-tutions citing these factors as influencing inmate involve-ment in education programs.



TABLE 18

Factors Influencing Inmate Involvement in Education

Pereent 9f Respbndents
,

N
.

Factor
_ ___

Very Importrant
to Important

_
Moderately impor-

tant to Not
Important

,

Inmate Interest 94% 6% 156
Recommendations of

Counselor 721 30% 156
Parole Board

..

Recommendations 591 41% 150

Test Results 62% 38% 156
Court Recommendations 35% 65% 151
Years in School Prior

to Incarceration 33% 671 150

The,institutions surveyed were asked to specify which
individuals played a part in the placement of inmates in
education programs. The responses identified the follow-
ing persons, listed in the order of those most frequently
cited by the 162 respondents: (1) inmates themselves--89%,
(2) education representative--83%, (3) treatment staff--711,
(4) security staff--31%, and (5) other--25%. The following
combinations of responses occurred most frequently.

(1) Treatment Staff, Inmate, and Education Represent-
ative--cited by 25T-61"the institutions

(2) iiiiikent Staff, Inmate Education Representative,
and Security StafT7=Erfed by 22% of the institu-
tions

(3) Treatment Staff and Inmate--cited by 12$ of the
aifitutions

Data were collected about how many stUdents in edth
institution receive academic and/or vocational counseling
prior to the selection of an educational or vocational
training program. Of the 159 institutions which supplied
such data, 57% reported that "all of them" received counsel-
ing, 28% answered "most of them", 10% answered "very few of
them", and 41 answered "none of them".
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The,criteria used for placement of inmates in both theABE and SE/GED programs are identified in Table 19.

TABLE 19

Criteria Used for Lmmate Placement

-Placement Criteria

Achievement Tests
Intelligence Tests
Grade Level
Interviews

Percent of Egilt-rtias bAProgram
ABE SE D

N-155

934

20%

59%

56%

The frequencies of responses, in which institutions citedone or more criteria as important for placement, appearsbelow. The top four combinations of responses for place-
ment criteriain ABE programs (N*153) are as follows:

(1). Achievement Tests, Grade Level, and Interviews--
used by 24% of the institutions

(2) Achievement Tests and Interviews--used by 161
s

(3) Achievement Tests only--used by 14%.of the insti-
tutions

(4) Achievement Tests, Intelligence Tests, Grade
IT51-7-iiia-TFaliViews--used by 12% of tEF-Tristi-
tutions

In SE/GED programs, the top four combinations of placement
criteria (N*155) are as follows:

(1) Achievement Tests, Grade Level, and Interviews--
use& by 22% of the institutions

(2) Achievement Tests only--used by 19% of the insti-
tutions

(3) Achievement Tests and Grade Level--used by 18%
-Of the institutions

(4) Achievement Tests and Interviews--used hy 14% of
the institutions

Analysis of questionnaire data shows the percentage of
institutions which provide a formal staffing for each inmate
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to formulate recommendations for further educational or
alternative placements upon completion of the ABE and SE/
GED programs. Formal staffings are held in 4611 of the 148
responding institutions when an inmate has completed the
ABE program. Upon completion of the SE/GED program, 431
of the 153 responding institutions hold a formal staffing.

The Need for Adequate Support Services,
rspecially After Release

The number of support staff per institution were iden-
tified by the respondents and the averages of these responses
are reported in the following table:

TABLE 2 0

Average Number of Part-Time and Full-Time
Support Staff Per Institution (4=159)

Sumort Staff Tart-Time

Administrative
Educational Counseling
Diagnosticians
Educational Specialists
Educational Psychologists

.38

.44

.16

.40

.12

Full-Time

1.60
1.01
.28

1.09

.13

4=0

Respondents were asked to rank the effects oi various
problem areas on their attempts to meet inmates' education-
al needs on a five point scale. Many of these problem
areas relate to the need for support services and a unified
system of interaction between departments and inmate serv-
ices in order to provide comprehensive programing. The
responses relating to these areas of the question are
summarized in Table 21.
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TABLE 21

Percentage of Institutions Rating
Possible Problem Areu (0'157)

Problem Area Rating
Not A
Pr6blem

1 2 3 4

Serious
Problem

5
,

Lack of Adequate Liaison
with Treatment Staff 55% 30% 12% 5% 1%Lack of Supplementary
Staff (Educational
Counselors, Psycholo-
tistsetc.)

, 301 22% 191 13% 17%
Lack of Educational

Followup wlth Parole
and Post-Release
Agencies

,

111 17% 25%

1
.

20% 20%
Conflicts with (Lstody 45% 261 221 51d a
Conflicts with Mainten-

ance of Institution
654. inmates' jobs) 31% 33% 16% 16% 41

ionflicis with Cther
Institutional Programs
for Inmates (religious,
recreational, etc.) 48% 29 131 8% 5%

Lack of Administrative
Support 531 27% 11% 7% 31

Of 160 respondents, 96% stated that an inmate's
educational record goes into a cumulative file. Tablb-
22 shows the percentages of these institutions which allow
access to this file by persons outside the Education Depart-
ment.

39



TABLE 22

Percentage of Institutions Allowing Access to Inmate
Educational Reo5rft.by External Personnel (4450)

a e o ercent u nstitutions

Parole Board 971
Post-Release Employer 521

Post-Release Vocational Training
Program 611

. Post-Release Education Program 65$

The Quality of Instruction and Teacher
Training for CorrecLions

This issue area was explored by the following questions
the NCEEP questionnaire: (l) the amount and types

vf training given correctional educators, (2) the number of
teachers per institution, (3) the types of inservice avail-
able to teachers, (4) the evaluation of teachers, and (5)
the evaluations conducted to measure program quality.

Ti.espondents were asked to record the number of teach-
ing staff in their institution. The 159 responses were
averaged and these averages are reported in Table 23.

TABLE 23

Average Number of Teachers Per
Institution by Program (N=159)

Program Part-Time Full-Time

ABE
SE/GED
PSE
VOC
SOC

1.4

1.4

4.3
1.2

.7

2.0

2.0

.7

5.3
.s

The percentage of 159 responding institutions which
reported having fiom one to five full-time vocational
teachers is 36%. Those having from six to 15 full-time
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vocational teachers equals 31%. 'An additional 7% of the
institutions reported having 16 to 30 full-time vocational
teachers. Of the responding institutions, 28% did not re-
port any full-time vocational teachers. There were 32%
that reported no full-time ABE staff and 55% with from one
to four full-time ABE teachers. The remaining 13% of the
facilities have in the range of from five to 13 tull-time
ABE staff. The averageinumber of full-time Secondary or
GED teachers is two. Of the 159 responding institutions,
36% have no full-time GED or Secondary teachers. In 61%
of the institutions there are from one to six such teachers.

When the numbers of part-time staff in each of the
five education programs are considered, the average numbers
are fairly close to the average numbers of full-time staff,
with the exception of the Post Secondary and Vocational
Education programs. In Post Secondary Education, the aver-
age number of part-time staff is 4.3, with 53% of the
institutions reporting no such staff. The range of part-
time Post Secondary Education staff extends from one to 30
persons and 40% of the institutions have from one to 16
part-time Post Secondary teachers. In Vocational Education, .

the average number of part-time staff is 1.2, with 75% of
the institutions reporting no such staff.

The average number of teachers, administrators, and
support staff per institution having the following as their
highest degrees of educational attainment are reported be-
low:

TABLE 24

Educational Levels of Correctioual Education Staff (N=155)

verage Number Per Institution
1 2 3 4 5 6

Associates Degree .89

Baccalaureate Degree

Masters Degree 4.83

Doctorate Degree 111.27
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,Data gathered from the questionnaire also reported the
numbers of teachers holding state certifications in specif-
ic areas. Table 25 identifies the average numbers of teach-
ers with each certification per institution.

TABLE 25

Average Number of State Certified Teachers Per
Institution by Area of Certification (4=154)

Area of Certification Average Number of Teachers
Per Institution

Vocational Education 4.60

Secondary Education
General 1.68
gpecific Subject Area 2.91

Elementary Education 2.00

Adult Basic Education .90

Guidance .51

Specialist Certificatian
Reading .43

Special Education .40

Learning Disabilities .18
EMR .05

Speech Therapy .08
Social Restoration .05
Other .18

Another ciuestion in the NCEEP survey instrument in-
vestigated criteria for the employment of teachers. This
question offered five choices and respondents,were asked
to check those criteria that were used in staff hiring.
Table 26 shows the percentage of institutions using each
criteria in the hiring of teachers.
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- TABLE 26

Criteria Used in the Employment of Teachers (W160)

Criteria for Teacher Employment Percent of Institutions'

Using Criteria

Certification in Appropriate Area 86%
, Civil Service Status 39%
Special Prior Training 26%
Experience with Similar Populations 26%
Other

24%

..1

Since both the academic and vocational programs uti-
lize a variety of teachers, a question was asked to deter-
mine the number and types of full- and part-time teachersin each institution. The following table presents the
average number L)f such teachers per institution.

TABLE 27

A age Nunber of Part- and Full-Time Vocational
and cadmic Teachers Per Institution (N-160)

Part-Time Full-Time

Vocational Teachers
Certified Teachers ..56 5.20
Non-Certified Teachers

(Excluding-Inmate Teachers) .35 .89
Inmate Teachers .16 .42
Teachers,from Special
Outside Projects .28 .13

Academic Teachers (Excluding
Colielie Level)

Certified Teachers .87 5.79
Non-Certified Teachers

(Excluding Lmmate Teachers) .19 .29
Lmwate Teachets .43

J137Teachers from Special
Outside Projects .70 .24
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Questions relatinCto inservice training and teacher
evaluation were asted. Of the 153 responding institutions,
43% conduct mandatory inservice training, 411 provide 92;
tional inservice training, and 17% have no inservice train-
IHTWailable. In those institutions ofTiring inservice
programsh they are conducted at the following intervals:
(1) weelery--61, (2) monthly--17%,*(3) annually-331, and
(4) "other"--43%. A majority of those answering "other"
reported that inservice courses were offered on an "as
needed" basis.

Regular evaluations of education staff are conducted
in the responding institutions on the following basis:
(1) annually--701, (2) monthly--8%, (3) not conducted--2%,
and (4) "other"--201. These evaluations of educational
staff are done by the personnel identified in Table 28.
As shown in this table, supervisors are'reported as being
responsible for an overwhelming majority of all staff
evaluation.

\N
TABLE'28

Persons,Responsible for Evaluation of
. Educational Staff (Nr156)

Person Responsible Percent of Institutions

External Personnel 14.0%

Supervisors 96.0%

Peers .6%

Lmmates 4.0%

Other 7.0%

,

e.

Slightly over one half of the sulyed institutions
use inmatcs as staff in their Educatio Department. In-
mates are employed as support or teaching staff in the
education programs of 59% of the 160 responding institu-
tions.' Those institutions (94),which use inmates in their
education programs assign various responsibilities to these
inmates, as shown in the following percentages: (1) teach-
ing aide--78$, (2) assigned tutoring-591, (3) monitoring
equipment-331, (4) classroom teaching-27%, and (5)
"cther"--191.

Table 29 presents the percentages of responding
institutions which rated three items relevant to
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instructional quality as influencing their ability to meet..
inmates' learning needs.

TABLE.29

Percentage of Institutions Rating Items
Relevant to Quality of Instruction (*158).

Item Influencing Education
Program Quality

Not A
Problem

1 2

,

3

_

4

Serious?
Problem

5

Lack of Qualified Teachers
Lack of Supplementary Staff

(Educational Counselors,
Psychologists, etc.)

Lack of Inservice Training
for Staff

,

6511

301

30%

19%

22%

33$

'

.8%

19%

19%

,

41

.13%

13%

St

16%

6%

.

'The majority of responding institutions use a combine-
tion of individualized programed instruction and classroom
instruction. im teaching ABE and SE/GED classes. the per-
centage of the respondents which use these teachin methods
are shown in Table 30.

TABLE 30

Instructional Methods Used in
ABE. and SE/GLD Programs

Method of Instruc ion IPercent of Institutions by-Program
ABE

(M-152)
S%,"'FL

(Nig. )

IndiVidualized Programed-
Iristruction 38% 22%

Classroom Instruction 7% 14%
,Both of the Above 60% 60%
Other 2% 5%

A combination of teaching methods was also reported in
vocational progrAms. Table 31 shows the percentage of re-
spondents and the teaching methods used.
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TABLE 31

Instructional Methods Used in Vocational Programs (N-140)

Method of Instruction Percent of,Institutions

(n-the-job training
Classroom Instruction
Both of.the above
Other

,

3%

10%

81%

6%

Almost one half (47%) of the 126 responding institu-
tions assessed the availability uf Post Secondary Educa-
tion programs as adequate to meet inmate educational needs.

Site Visits

Of the 28 Superintendents and Deputy Superintendents
interviewed, nine administrators reported that ttle Director
of Education has the ultimate responsibility for designing
education programs, hiring educational staff, and allocating
funds. Five stated that these areas are the joint respons-
ibility of the Director of Education and the Superintendent,
with the Superintendent having to give final approval for
any chdnies made. Six reported that the Superintendent
makevthe decisions in the areas of designing education
pro4rais, ,allocating funds, and hiring educational staff.

.he administrators interviewed, when questioned about
future changes in correctional education programs, stated
that they would like to see the following: (1) more cor-
relation between program o5ferings and employment possibil-
ities, );2) more social skills courses, (3) more community
interaction, (4) more on-the-job training, and (5) a greater
emphasis on education in correctional institutions. Most
administrators view Adult Basic Education as the most
crucial patt of any correctional education program and
belj.eve that the quality and quantity of their educational
offerings are good and that education is an important aspect
of their institution since it involves a great majority
df their prison population.

In interviews with the administrators of educational
programs, questions about the student selection process
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were asked. Thirteen of the administrators reported that
programs are voluntary and thct inmate requests to attend
*school are the most important aspect of the selection pro-
cess. Eleven stated that recommendations from the classi-
fication unit are riso considered, and five make use of
recammencrttions fram individual staff members. .

Educational goals for individual students are gener-
ally dotermined through testing (10), through staff recom-
mendations (6), or thrcugh inmate interest as determined
by an interview (5). Once a student is enrolled, progress
is most frequently monitored through measures of grade
level advancement (i.e., GED test). (18). Additionally,
Aine of the educational administrators defined.inmate suc-
cess by the number of inmates who stay in the program.
Five stated that success is not easily measurable because
it involves the development of both self-concept and good
habits.

.Educational administrators were evenly divided about
whether they felt they have sufficient educational staff.
The most commonly expressed needs for additional staff
wire for more support staff, counselors, specialists, and
substitute teachers. Thirteen of the educational adminis-
trators stated that their staff are adequately trained
for their positions, seventhat they are not, and five
expressed a ne,A for specific training for those working
,in a correctiono. setting.

Nine of these administrators rated their inservixe
opportunities for staff as good to excellent, while seVe,p'
stated that inservice opportunities are insufficient and)
not responsive to the staff's needs. The types of inser*
ice training offered most often, according to 15 of the '

-educational administrators, are a potpourri of workshops,
conferences, staff meetings, and courses. Nine adminis-
trators stated that there is no formal inservice training
offered, while three said that there is a formal and
systematic inservice program.

Ten administrators stated .that "needs assessments" had
been done in their institutions. Most of these, however,
reported that these assessments were of limited scope and
either concentrated on a specific project or were designed
/o meet a funding requirement. Eight said that no formal
needs assessment had been done and that the only available
information on inmate needs was from knowledge gained
through classificationa and/or individual diagnosis.

. f
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The responses of th'e 37 teachers interviewed corre-
sponded closely with those of the educational administrators
in the areas of student selection, determination of educa-
tional gqals, and monitoring of student progress.

There was a 50-50 split in the teachers' perceptions
of the adequacy of their own preparation for teaching in
a correctional institution. Most of those interviewed (16)
indicated there are not enough inservice programs available,
but that those programs which are offered are of good qual-
ity (15). Five teachers stated that most inservice courses
are too general and seven rated them as "not good".

Regarding teacher evaluation, most teachers (21) re-
ported that it is done by the Director of Education and
takes'4the form of observation (8) and/or a written report
(16). Five reported that there is no formal evaluation.

Teachers were asked to describe the process used to
select inmates for education programs. Although all those
interviewed listed a variety of methods, the most commonly
cited were (1) Diagnostic Center testing, cited by 11
teachers; (2) individual inmate's choice, cited by 11;
(3) classification team meetings, cited by nine; (4) personal
interviews and grade level, cited by four; and (5) use of
Stanford Achievement Test scores, cited by four teachers.
A followup question related to the determination of educa-
tional goals for the individual inmate. Of the teachers
interviewed, 14 stated that they rely primarily on diagnos-
tic testing; five rely on individual inmat interest, and
five use a combination of classification team recommenda-
tions and inmate interest. Twenty-two reported that most
inmate needs assessment is done either through diagnostic
centers or to meet Title I funding requirements.

Ten teachers reported that inmate progress is most
often monitored by periodic testing. Ten reported that
progress reports from teachers are important. Twenty-five
said that no followup Pvaluation has been done on imates
who have been involved with the education program.

A great majority of the teachers (26) stated that their
roles and responsibilities are clearly defined within the
insitution aild within the school.

Of the 39 students interviewed, most (25) described
the teachers as helpful in meeting their educational needs.
An even higher number (31) indicated that they enjoyed
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participating in the education program.

Seventeen of the inmates reported that the educational
selection and placement process involved consultation with
a classification committee, education staff members, and/ora counselor before program entry. Twelve indicated that nocounseling was provided. Twenty inmates were able to getinto the program of their choice and 28 knew what other
education programs were available.

Finally, 23 inmates suggested that education should bechanged to offer more courses, programs, materials, and
facilities. Eight inmates cited the need for more diversityin program and course offerings with an emphasis on career
educatiAn, vocational programing and community-related
programs.

Access to Resources and Materials

Respondents were asked to indicate how seriously a
list of given items affected their education staff's abilityto meet inmates' learning needs. The relative frequencies
of the responses are reported in Table 32.

TABLE 32

Percentage of Ihstitutions Rating
Possible Problem Areas (4=157)

Proniii-Area Rating
Not A
h.oblem

(1 2 3 4

Serious
Problem

5

Lack of Educational

"Hardware" 44% 29% 15% 10% 3%
Lack of Educational
"Software" 51% 25% 13% 8% 3%

Lack of Instrudtional
Material Related to
Inmate Needs 44% 26% 15%

,

10% 5%
Ladk ot Adequate Books,
Tools, & Other Educa-
tional Mhterials 43% 29% 15% 8% 4%

Lack ot Study Areas
Conducive to Good
Learning 27% 20% 20% 21% 12%

inadequate Library
Facilities 30% 30% 20% 12% 8%
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Information was sought about the following: (1) the
use of volunteer tutors, (2) 6he adequacy of library facil-
ities, (3) the availability and quality of study space,
(4) the use of community resources, and (5) the effects of
institutional security regulations on the use of resources
and materials.

Inmates are the primary source of volunteer tutors.
They are used in 55% of the responding institutions and are
considered to be "effective" in 80% of the institutions
using them.

In response to a question about library facilities, the
average number of vOlumes in the libraries of the 136 respond-
ing institutions was reported as 6,869, although the range
varied widely. Of 155 responding institutions, 96% reported
that library resources are available to inmate students.
This availability was viewed,as adequate to meet the needs
of education programs by 70% of the respondents. A large
portion of the 156 responding institutions (81%) also
have arrangements for inferlibrary loans with community li-
braries to supplement their facilities. In summary, 54% of
the 157 respondents rated their library facilities as "ade-
uate". Of the remainder, 241 rated library resources as
poor" and 22% reported that they are "excellent".

The NCEEP questionnaire addressed the use of external
resources in education programs. In 89% of the 156 respond-
ing institutions,-such resources are utilized. In 65% of
the institutions, external resources were reported in use
only on an occasional basis. External resources are used
on a regular basis by 24% of the institutions, while 11%
reported never using outside resources. The majority of
the 158 responding institutions (581) reported that their
education programs are moderately limited in scope by a
lack of contact with community resources and experiences,
whereas, 28% stated that they are not limited'in this
respect, and 14% indicated that they are very limited by
the lack of community contact.

A E and Secondary/GED Programs

Respondents were asked to assess the "availability" and
"quality" of resources and materials in their ABE and SE/GED.
programs. The following items were rated: (1) Textbooks,
(2) Charts, Graphs, Globes, & Maps; (3) Educational Films &
Filmstrips, (4) Audiovisual Equipment, (5) Classroom Space,
and (b) Desks, Chairs, & Other Classroom Furniture.
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In both program areas, both the overall availability
and quality of these items were assessed by most respond-
ents as sufficient and of ,high quality, with the exLeption
of the item "Charts, Graphs, Globes, & Maps". Even in
this rating, however, only 18% of the 146 respondents in
ABE and. only 15% of the 152 respondents in SE/GED judged
this item as "definitely insufficient" and of "poor
quality".

Post Secondary Education Programs

The NCEEP.issues paper reported that the nsources of
the outside community are essential for the implementatioa
and maintenance of a viable Post Secondary Education program.
In questionnaire responses, however, only 14% of th., 120
responding institutions indicated that a "lack of adequate
liaison" with external institutions was a significant p7:011-
lem in terms of the effectivenss of their PSE programs.

There'are no inmates participating in Post Secondary
educational release programs in 58% of the 123 responding
institutions. Of those, institutions which do have educa-
tional release arrangements, 67% reported that the number
of inmates participating ranges from one to 10. The average
number of inmates in all the reported educational release
programs is 7.8, and the range extends from one to .1/0
inmateS.

Vocational Education Programs

Educational administrators were asked to rate the
following items in terms of the availability and quality
in Vocational Education programs. In Table 33, the per-
centages listed indicate the proportion of respondents
ho assessed each item as being "sufficient to meet the
needs of all clLsses" and "modern and of high quality",
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TABLE 33

The Availability and Quality of
Resources and Materials in Vbcational

Education Programs (N-136)

Item Percent Assi t*

S ficient
Availabili

Textbooks 68% 64%
Charts Graphs, Globes,
& Mas 38% 34%

Educational Films &
Filmstrips 45% 45%

Audiovisual Equipment 55% 54%
Classroom Space 45% 43%
Desks, Chairs, & Cther

Classroom Furniture 56% 52%
Lighting 66% 58%
Lab Space $ Work

Stations 46% 46%
Hand Tools for Occupa-

tional Axeas 66; 61%
Machines & Equipnent 50% 55%

Instructional Supplies 55% 53%

40,

Questionnaire respondents were asked to list any
vocational training programs contracted through an external
agency, and to indicate which of these programs have a
post-release job placement component. Out of the 153 insti-
tutions which responded to this question, 59% reported that
there were no such externally contracted programs. In 19%
of the.62 institutions which have an externally contracted
program, there was a post-release job placement component
reported.

Two other factors pertinent to the issue of accessi-
bility of resources and materials are the extent to which
"prior investment of equipment" and "availability of in-
structors" affect Vocational Education program offerings.
In 60% of the 116 responding institutions, "prior invest-
ment'of equipment" was rated as an "important" or an
"extremely important" factor in the determination of Voca-
tional Education program offerings. In 68% of 117 respond-
ing institutions, the "availability of instructors" was
rated similarly.
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Site Visits

Twelve educational administrators reported that thelack of appropriate space prohibits the implementation alyidesign of an effective education program. Overall, howeVer,
the administrators stated that their respective departments
possess adequate resources and materials.

Educational administrators were almost unanimous in
their conviction that the resources and materials in their
education programs are effectively monitored and cooperative-ly shared. Only one interviewee stated that the monitoring
of materials is an on-going and serious problem.

In 15 cases, these administrators stated that their
Education Departments operate under the same constraints
and restrictions as do other departments in the institution,with respect to policies or regulations prohibiting the useof certain space, personnel, or materials. In all-male

.

institutions, three of the educational administrators af-
firmed that the employment of women as support or teaching
personnel is subtly, yet firmly, discouraged.

Twenty-two of the teachers interviewed reported that
there are not enough staff to meet the educational needs
of their respective institutions. In 19 cases, teachers
stated that they do have adequate space, materials, and
resources and 31 Fr the teachers reported that they have
adequate access to information regarding the availability
and proper utilization of educational materials.

The majority (23) oE the 39 inpates interviewed stated
that they have sufficient materials, supplies, and books
for their educational endeavors. The most frequent com-
plaint among inmates regarding the materials and resources
being used in the education programs dealt wiLh the quality,
relevance, and "antiquity" of such materials.

Inmates were evenly divided in their opinions of the
adequacy of institutional library resources. In several
cases, however, the inmates' judgementsof the institutional
library appeared to he based primarily on their perceptions
of the volume, quality, and scope of its legal works.

When questioned about what they would like to see
changed in the institution's Education Department, the most
frequent response by inmates (23) was the desire to see an
overall expansion of the educational facility, program
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offerings, and courses. More specifically,, the areas of
career education, vocational programs, and community-related
education programs were cited by eight interviewees as the
areas of greatest need by the "consumers" of correctional
education.

F. Evaluation

A substantial part of the NCEEP questionnaire dealt
specifically with the topic of program evaluation. Recipi-
ents of the questionnaire were asked to provide the following
data regarding evaluations of education programs done since
January 1, 1973: (1) Title of Evaluation(s), (2) Year of
Exaluation(s), (3) Evaluator(s), (4) Internal Evaluation(s),
or (5) External Evaluation(s). Additionally, each recipi-
ent was asked to provide descriptive information about
(1) which elements of the program(s) evaluated were examined
in evaluations and (2) which of these elements vere the
primary aspects examined. The data collected provide a
picture of the quantitative status of evaluation in cor-
rectional education programs and allows a delineation of
the aspects of correctional education programs given greater
or lesser emphasis over the past five years.

The following table iepicts the percentage of institu-
tions reporting program evaluation(s) done since January
1, 1973 in each of the five program areas:

TABLE 34

, Percentage of Institutions Reporting Evaluations

-1775111111-Parer--Fercent of institutions
01 al 40% 60% SD% IN%

SOC 70% 71

ABE 614 153

SE/GED 55% 156

PSE 48% 137

VOC 55% 146
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A question concerning which aspects of programs had
been examined in evaluations was included in each of the
five sections of the questionnaire dealing with specific
program areas. Recipients of the questionnaire were asked
to do the following: (1) check those items listed tnat
best described what program aspects their evaluation(s)
had examined and (2) double check those five items listed
that best described the primary aspects examined. :Table
35 presents the responses to this question, separately for
each program area. Within each program area, two percent-
ages are given in the following order:

(1) The percentage of respondents who indicated
that this aspect was examined. It should be

.notedAthat this percentage includes all re-
spondents who either single or double checked
an aspect.

(2) The percentage of respondents who indicated
that this aspect was a primaiy one examined
in the evaluation(s). This percentage is a
subset of the first, being only those re-
spondents who double checked an item.

There was a total of 916 individual program evaluations'
reported in all of the five program areas. Of these indi-
vidual evaluations, 490 (53%) were described as "external"
evaluations and 426 (47%) were listed as "internal" evalu-
ations. \
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TABLE 35

Aspects Examined in Evaluations of thr Five Program Areas

Pro2ranl Asiect Pro am

,

SOC
ON.481

ABE
0095Z

.. SEXED
(N185

PSE
ON=60Z

VOC
ON..81Z

Aspect
Primary
Aspect ,Aspect

-Primary
Aspect

Primary
Aspect Aspect Aspect

Piimary
Aspect Aspect

Primary
Aspect

Educational Goals
and Principles 771 541 921 641 891 671 651 401 93% -62%

Inmate Response
to/Program

,

771 521 701 , 34% 67#

.

291 72% 47% 811 41%

Joln4arket
Assessment

,

231
,

,
.

61 141 41 /16% 21 251 71 78% 41%

Post-Program
Followup 141

-
61 181

.

21 211 41 23% 71

.

39% 6%

Post-Release
Followup 18% 8%

8%

,

121

174

01

2%

11%

224

01

4% !

271

281

81

15%

401

26%

12%

4%Recidivism 21%

Inmate Po'pulat on
Needs Assess nt 65% 27% , 64% \_36% 701 37% 551 331 69% 37%

Utilization o Com-
munity ResoIfteS 461 151

23%

464

28%

77%

83%

31

30%

48%

'

271
4

811

901

21

, 281

at

371

45%

85%

12%

171

45%

48%

78%

92%

10%

30%

il%

Teacher/Student
Ratio 581

TrAmEnrollment

NEPoutItate `---56% 231 61% 21% 621 201 681 33% 62% 22A



TABLE 35 cont.

Program Aspect
--"-7SOC"---7XriE

(NI248) ONE195)

Pro

10461 (Nig6q
,

0418q. bitty
Aspect Aspect-Aspect

Primary
Aspect

. 'nary

Aspect Aspect Aspect
-Primary
Aspect Aspect

l' imary

Aspect
,..

NA,

Grade Level
Advancement NA NA 78% ,34% 71% 27% NA NA NA

Completion Rate 17% 541 74% 38% 86% 45% 65% 40% 841' 40%

Decruitment/Selec-
tion Procedures 31% 8% 54%

,

11% 5 % 11% 42% itll 62% 16%

Pacilities 581 23t 68% 18% ' 63% 211.
,

62% 17% 881 40%

Staff
Preparation . 521 23% 80% 311 70% 281 381

.....

15% 77% 31%

Counseling and
Supportive
Services 521 21% 46% 11% 521 71 ) 581 20% 58% 16%

Security Pro-
cedures 151 . 01 20 2% 24% 2% 25% 7% 39%

.

6%

Te. ng '; 0.

Pii-7 . fost

Testing
Procedure:. 58%

.

.

.

351 73% 34% 74%

,

371 , NA NA 57% 15%

nterna esting

'AOther 2% Oi
_

11%
.

1% 13% 1% 141 9% 10%

(3



In four of the program areas--ABE, SE/GED, PSE, and
VOC--those receiving the questionnaire were asked if thc
funding source(s) for these respective programs required
program evaluations. The fallowing table depicts the per-
centage.of programs in which the funding source(s) requires
an evaluatimkat least once a year:

TABLE 36

Evaluation as a, Funding Requirement

Program Area Percent Requiring Evaluation
At Least Once A Year

0% 20% 40% 60% No%

ABE 52% 148

SE/GED 11111111.1111111111111111141% 148

PSB 33% 118

:110C SO% 137

Site Visit.

Directors of Education and/or their designated repre-
sentatives reported that regularly conducted "external"
program evaluations were most4frequently the responsibility
of a state or federal corrections and/or education,depart-
ment. These evaluations are conducted either through a
regional or state auditor, or by the field representative
of an externally funded program.

Ten of the educational administrators interviewed,
'however, stated that the main thrust of their efforts in
evaluation was the day-to-day monitoring of their programs,
staff, and facilities. Often this is done in an informal
manner and on an "as needed" basis.

When asked if more evaluation of their programs was
neeied, 12 responded affirmatively and six of these empha-
sized the n-ed for rhe "right kind" of evaluation. This
"right kind- of evaluation was described as one that would
focus on the following: (1) the quality of programs, (2)
the needs these programs addressed, and (3) the develop-
mental, continuous, and integrated nature of education
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prpgrams.

-When asked ,hat they felt should be the main criteriain evaluating education programs, the educational adminis-trators unanimously stressed the need for qualitative and"process oritlnted" evaluation models. Such items as teach-ing techniques, student progress- records, inmate response,course objectives, and course sequence were mentioned ast e main criteria in this type of evaluation.

Two of the questions addressed to educational adminis-trators dealt specifically with post-release evaluationlandevaluation of the impact of education programs on an inmate's
institutional adjustment. The universal response to boththese questions was that there was no formal process of
evaluation in e:'.ther of these areas. Ten specific programs(viz., Post Secondary Education and Vocational Education)wece l-ted to havc had post-i'cloacc otudicc, but theresults of these evaluations were either incomplete, unknown,or forgotten. With respect to an inmate's institutional

'adjustment, 13 of the administrators felt that educationhas a positive impact. In every such case, however, educa-
tional administrators stated that this perception was theresult of informal feedback from other institutional staffand was not based upon empirical evidence. Five simplystated that there was no evaluation or feeback regarding
the impact of education programs on an inmate's institution-al adjustment.

Representatives from state or federal agencies, agentsfrom external funding sources, institutional administrators,Directors of Education, and teachers were cited 25 times asparticipants in evaluation. In six of the facilities vi:dted,an independent, external cvaluator(s) had been irvolved insome segment of the education program. Usually, external
evaluators were employed either to evaluate college programsor in an advisory role for self-study evaluations, Inmateswere mentioned as participants in program evaluations in
five cases, but in all of these cases, inmate feedback wasessentially of an "ihformal" nature.

When questioned regarding whether or not evaluations
of education programs should consider the impact of the
program on recidivism rates, educational administrators
were almost evenly divided about this issue. Of the admin-
istrators surveyed, 10 said that recidivism rates should notbe.a factor in evaluation and eight believed that recidivism

-should be included as one factor in assessing the effective-ness of their programs.
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When'the 37 teachers interviewed were asked what as-
pects of their education program needed evaluation, there
were a variety of responses. The most frequent responses
were the following: (1) staff training, cited by eight
teachers; (2) teaching methods, cited by six; (3) inmate
response, cited by six; (4) relevance to job market, cited
by four teachers; and (5) resource availability, also cited
by four teachers.

Teachers reported that they usually did not use any
post-program or post-release followup evaluation of their
work with inmates. The nine teachers who did maintain con-
tact with former students usually did so through the inmate's
post-release employer.

Teachers were asked to assess the impact of participa-
tion in education programs on #n inmate's institutional
adjustment. Tlw most frequent response was that all feed-
bacx on lnstituLiviLal adjustt occur:: on an infc,rrill,
random basis, t!sually either at inter-departmental staff
meetings or through day-to-day conversations with other
staff. The teachers were evenly split on the issue of
whether recidivizm rates should be considered in th%. evalu-
ation of education programs.



CHAPTER III

ASSESSMENT

This chapter of the summary report is an assessment of
correctional education programs for inmates in the state
and federal prison systems of the continental Uaited States
based on the data presented in the previous chapter. The
framework for the examination of these data are the issues
identified in the NCEEP issues paper and summarized in the
Introduction to this report.

A. General Information

A large number of prisons in the United States (75%)
dreas. There are some indications

that such locations may limit the availability, quality,
and retention of staff, as well as limiting the access to
those resources necessary for educational enterprises.

The length of time served in prison is slightly longer
in medium security institutions than in maximum security
facilities (32.45 months versus 31.20 months). A comparison
of these figures is difficult, however, since the inmate
may, after a period of time served in a maximum security
facility, be transferred to a facility with a less secure
classification. It is reasonable to conclude that most in-
mates do return to "the street" in less than three years.
These inmates are generally young adults. The reported
average age of inmates is 26 years.

The NCEEP issues paper reported that the average inmate
re-enters the "outside" seeking jobs j.n a market which re-
quires basic academic and vocational skills. Less than half
the average institutional population, however, is enrolled
in any type of educational program. The average number of
inmates in the education programs sampled was 304, or ap-
proximately three eighths of the total average prison popu-
lation. This enrollment is nor very high, considering that
it was reported that 66% of the inmates do not have a high
school diploma or a GED and one half of these 66% have not
completed the eighth grade prior to commitment. While most
institutions report having regular offerings in all major
program areas, the average percentage of students enrolled
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in education programs does not meet the needs of the total
iumate population. Only one third of those in need of
eithel: Adult Basic Education or Secondary or GED programs
are enrolled in one of these programs. The same is true
for those who could benefit from a Post Secondary Education
program. The issue of educational course offerings and
program design is dealt with in more detail in Part D of
this chapter.

The NCEEP findings prAsent a somewhat more positive
picture than the data presented by Dell'Apa (1973). A
comparison of data from the two studies is presented below:

TABLE 37

Percentage of Total Population and Highest
Educational Level Upon Canmitment

Educational Level Dell'Apa (1973) NCEEP (1977)

Not Completedliigji School 83.131 66.41%

Completed High School 13.52% 22.67%

Some College Education 3.4% 4.32%

Table 38 indicates that little change in the percentage
of the total population enrolled in program areas has ,oc-
curred between 1973 and 1977. The one exception is in the
area of Post Secondary Education programs. Comparisons
are presented below:

TABLE 38

Percentage of Total Inmate Populations
Enrolled in Specific Program Areas

Program Area \ Dell'Apa (191!) NCEEP (1977)

Adult Basic Education 10.87% 11.03%

Secondary Education/GED 11.27% 11.56%

Post Secondary Education 5.87% 10.44%

Vocational Education

, --------,

:. ,. .
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B. Funding. and Administration

This section will assess six issues relating to the
funding and administration of correctional education pro-
grams on the evidence of the data collected from the ques-
tionnaire and from the interviews conducted in site visits.

Issue 1: The relationships among external agencies
responsible for the administration of education
programs for inmates.

In addition to the institution itself, the State
Department of Education and Corrections and one or more in-
stitutions of higher education usually share administrative
responsibility. Almost half of the Directors of Educa-
tion reported that the multiple administration of education
programs was a cause of problems. In addition, in site-
visit interviews with Superintendents and Deputy Superin-
Leadehts, hair of these administrators expressed the belief
that their administrative actions were influenced and de-
termined by such conflicts. They were particularly dis-
concerted by their inability to determine policies or set
priorities for education because principle funding decisions
were made at the StateDepartment level in either Correc-
tions or Education.

Similar concerns were expressed by educational adminis-
trators who were of the opinion that program planning was
hindered by conflict and confusion over administrative re-
sponsibility. It wa:: also reported that, in some cases,
educational efforts were impeded by the influence of this
conflict upon staff morale and hiring procedures.

Teachers vciced the most concern over conflicts among
administrative agencies. They viewed the external agencies
as having considerable influence upon the design of programs
and the staffing patterns in the educational program. The
latter influence was a major concern, probably because job
security could be jeopardized by external decisions.

Issue 2: The relationship among_ administrators
within the prison.

There was some evidence that conflict between adminis-
trators in the prison may exist. The responses to the
questionnaire and site interviews, however, reveal that such
conflicts are not common and, when existing, are not viewed
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as a major concern. Both Superintendents and educational
administrators commented that the relationship of the
administration to the Education Department is much the same
as it is to any other department and is harmonious in most
instances. The one area most likely to cause conflict be-
tween the administration and the Education Department is
staff hiring. Conflict sometimes results from the fact
that the final hiring decisions are often made by non-
educational administrators.

Issue 3: The need for comprehensive planning to
uovide long_ term fundinnentand
integration of programs.

The data suggest that lack of planning is indeed an
iSsue in correctional education. Conflict within the
institution, however, does not seem to be the cause of this
problem. Other factors, especially external influences,
more iirectly rezult ia a lac.k .J1". .h.atit.Jititi violating.

In interviews with educational administrators, the most
commonly cited problem in the area of educational planning
was the number of external agencies involved in the funding
of programs and the need to continually reapply for and
justify funds needed to run programs on a regular basis.
It was reported by 86% of the questionnaire respondents
that state agencies required reapplication for funds on at
least an annual basis. Federal agencies were reported to
require such reapplications 99% of the time. When asked
if the need for frequent funding reapplications interfered
with their ability to plan programs for more than one year
in advance, almost half the the questionnaire respondents
indicated that it does. The responsibility for making
funding requests is solely that of the prison administration
in only 41 of the responding institutions. The remaining
104 facilities must rely on other agencies or administrators
to apply for educational funds.

It should be noted that the varying number of funding
sources also prohibits the integration of education programs.
In cases where the source of program funding identifies
specific target populations (i.e., Title I), enrollment
may be limited.

Issue 4: The need for adequate funding..

The amount of funds spent on education in prisons
appears to vary greatly from prison to prison, state to
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state, and system to system. The average amount reportedby the sample was $261,201.80 per year, with the average
annual expenditure per student bcing $905.59.

The funding sources for correctional education appearto have remained stable over the last five years. Dell'Apa(1973), in his analysis of funding for state institutions,
stated that:

The States carry slightly less than
80 percent of the costs of academic
programs, with the federal government
supplying about 20 percent of the
money. Other sources are negligible,
accounting for only about one percent
of the total costs of the program. (p. 11)

The NCEEP data, with federal institutions excluded, showthat the precert cources of funds rca education programsare as follows:

All State Sources 75%
All Federal Sources 22%
All Other Sources 2%

The adequacy of funds for education was not questioned
by the Superintendents and Deputy Superintendents during
site interviews. Almost half of the respondents to tbe
questionnaire, however, rated educational funding as "inad-
equate" and considered it a problem. This response was
repeated in interviews with educational administrators.
They reported that if enrollment were to increase to ac-commodate allthose who could or wanted to benefit from edu-
cation; then present funds would certainly not be adequate.
Until more space and funds are made available, however,
such program expansion is a moot point. Teachers and treat-
ment staff believed there was a general need for more fund-
ing for educational programs.

The cxpressed opinion of prison administrators and
treatment personnel is that education is a vitally importantpart of the rehabilitative effort of prisons. The operation
of an educational program to meet the special needs of limcar-
cerated adults would require more money than a program for
a normal population. It is therefore difficult to accept
that a commitment of less than 9% of the institutional
budget offers "adequate" financial support to education pro-
grams for the inmates of the prisons in the continental
United States.
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Issue 5: The diverse sources of "soft" funding..

The fact that a number of agencies are often involved
in the funding of correctional education programs was identi-
fied as an issue in the NCEEP issues paper. Since many
sources grant funds for :elatively short periods and have
guidelines and eligibility requirements which are subject
to change on an annual basis, it is sometimes the case that
the acquisition of such "soft" funds consumes a considerable
amount of the educational administrator's time-and effort.

The findings of this survey confirm that there are
numerous and varied sources of funding for correctional
education. It has already been noted that, in state insti-
tutions, 751 of this funding comes from the state in which
the prison is located. This funding, however, is often not
from a single source and is often composed of, but not
limited to, allocations from various denartments within
the Department of Corrections, the Department of Education,
the Department of Welfare, and the State Criminal Justice
Planning Agency. Data indicate that funds from federal
sources provide 22% of the money for education programs
in state correctional institutions. As in the case of
state funds, numerous agencies are often involved, including
offices in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
the Department of Labor, and the U.S. Justice Department.

Half (11) of the educational administrators interviewed
indicated that such diverse sources of funding cause prob-
lems with staffing and program continuity. They expressed
concern that the uncertainty of funding from year to year
forced them to manipulate staff slots, change staff asign-
merits, or even terminate some teachers because of funding
shortages. "Soft" funding appears to be much less of a
problem in federal institutions and in those states with
a centralized correctional education system.

The amount of time and effort consumed in seeking
and applyiAg for funds is most often considered a problem
by correctional education administrators. It was found
that most funding application and proposal writing is done
at administrative levels above the institutional education
program.

Issue 6: The need for knowledge about the availability
and requirements 75TTunalik.

A large number of institutions do not apply directly'



for funds, but instead rely upon central state agencies to
initiate funding requests. The knowledge of funding availa-
bility and requirements, therefore, does not seem to be a
significant issue in the institutions sampled.

C. Nature of the Institution

This section assesses the five issues associated with
the nature .of the institution on the evidence of the data
collected from the questionnaire and site visits.

Issue 1: The relationship between the philosophies
of custodial and treatment personne .

The research and literature in the area of corrertiena1
education indicated a rlit between the treatment and educa-tion modalities within correctional institutions. It was
suggested that there is a "triangulation" among custody,
treatment, and education which affects communication among
all segments of the institution.

More than half of the questionnaire respondents rated
the treatment staff (54%) and administrative staff (56%)
as "extremely supportive", while only 2111 rated security
staff as "extremely supportive". The total percentage of
institutions rating the three staff areas as either "ex-
tremely" or "moderately" supportive was 99% in the area of
treatment, 971 in the area of administration, and 85% in
the area of security. At the negative end of the spectrum,
11% of the educators indicated that the security staff
were "not supportive" and 4% rated them as "hostile". No
respondent felt that treatment and administrative staff
were hostile and few indicated they were not supportive.

There seems to be some evidence to suggest that educa-
tional administrators believe their program or course of-
ferings are somewhat limited by security constraints. This
view was reinforced by responses of teachers during the
site visits. In response to a question about problems
faced_as correctional educators, security conflicts were
mentioned by eight of the teachers interviewed. It should
be noted, however, that most of the educational personnel
interviewed recognize the need for security and view it as
an essentii.." part of the institution and as not interfering
critically with their efforts.
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Of special concern in this issue is the conflict be-
tween educational personnel and the inmates' work super-
yisors. More than one third of the respondents indicated

.

that there is some degree of conflict generated over the'
issue of released time from the inmates' work assignments
to attend classes. This conflict. was usually reported'as
existing between the educational administrator or the educa-
tion staffand the security staff together with the wark r-,5
supervisor. There were indications that this was seen 'as
more intrustive by the teachers than by the Directors of
Education. Several teachers cited i terruptions of their
class, particularly at th3 whim of f rm or industrial
supervisors in times of high demand.

An area of particular concern to administrators is the
.apparent impact of security constraintsupon' the access to
matcrials aiL1 ilb tic.quisition oi adequate space needed to
complement programs. Several administrators also commented
upon the negative attitudes of the security and administra-
tive staff toward the use of women as professional staff,
particularly in maximum security facilities.

While no data regarding the attitud s of the administra-
tive staff toward education were collect d by the queLzion-
naire, those interviewed during the site visits presented
some contradictory positions. Generally; all the prison
administrators interviewed stated that they viewed educa-
tion as an important part of the overall 'effort of the in-
stitution. A slight majority viewed it as part of the
treatment process, whilethe other principle view was that
it was only part of a correctional system,in which the main
emphasis is on security. This contradictdry stance was,
to some extent, componded by the fact that almost all ad-
ministrators describe their programs as qualitatively and
quantitatively good. These opinions seem more contradictory
when one examines the often espoused view that education is
good for security and, to some extent, could be viewed as
ii management rather than a rehabilitative necessity.

The relationship between education and treatment in
the correctional system can be only partially determined
through the data collected. Educational administrators, in
their responses tu the questionnaire and in site interviews,
stated that the treatment staff has a stron influence upon

t
an.inmate's decision to enroll in education. Less than
half of those interviewed, however, stated hat educational
efforts and those of treatment were well-integrated. There
was also some indication that communications between the
two staffs are informal and ad hoc at best. This is
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contradicted somewhat by the fact that 4 large majority of
. the questionnaire respondents reported that "adequate liai-
son" ekists between the treatment staff and the Education

. \Department.

The teachers interviewed indicated similar if somewhat
tronger feelings about the relationship between education

. açid treatment. Several teachers reported that there seems
be little or no relationship between their efforts and

the overall treatment plan. In the institutions where
techers are involved in the decisions regarding treatment,
so e indic:ated that it may be something of a wa;te of time
and\that no productive prescriptions were forthcoming as
a result of such efforts. Few teachers actually kad any
work\ assignments in the treatment area.

\

,Information from interviews with treatment staff also
indicates scme contradictions. There was general agreement
that education is an integral part of the total treatment
program. In a majority of the institutions, however, there
is no formal transfer of information between the two areas
and few treatment personnel had more than a passitng orienta-
tion as to what educational offerings are available. Few
counselors work in the educational program directly and
all of those interviewed indicated that they were not aware
of any fprmal orientation to their program for the educa-
tion st4ff.

In Aummary, the issue identified here appears to exdst
and, given the general nature of corrections, will probably
continue to exist. Most educational staff would appear to
agree that there is a need for security. There is, however,
some evidence to indicate that .the contradicting goals
and Rriorities of security have some negative influence upon
the'design, administration, and efficacy of educational
programs ii prisons. There are further indications that
the actions of prison administrators are often diCtated by the
security and management functions of their institutions,
more so than by the needs of their education programs.

Issue Z:
the correctional institution.

This issue has been indirectly addressed in several of
the preceding discussions. Perhaps it is some indication
of the relative priority of education that less than 9",5 of
the institutional budget is committed to educational efforts.
Although most institutional administrators stated that 1
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education is an important part of the institution, several
educational administrators reported that'the Education De-
partment lacks sufficient power and influence within the
institution. A number of teachers also indicated that
education's influence is not strong and its power is limited.
Additionally, half of the teachers indicated that they had
no influence in any decisions or policies made.for the in-
stitution as a whole and sametimes were not consulted about /

decisions or policies that related specifically to,education.

Issue 3: The availability of contact with the
"outside" world.

The very definition of incarceration is to lim t con-
tact with the "outside" world. The process of edu ion in
most formal settings, however, depends to a great extent
upon the ability to interact both within the educational
environment and with resaurces available outside that envi-
ronment. The impact of incarceration and separation from
the community may to some extent limit the efficiency of
the rehabilitation process.

The findings of the NCEEP study, whieh indicate that
more than three quarters of responding institutions are
located in rural settings points to a geogvaphic as well
as a physical separation i om the general community. This,
it is felt, limits,for corr ctional initutions, the .num-
ber of vocational and academic resources which are normally,
available to students in public schools or in institutions
of higher education.

Issue 4: The incentives for participation in educa-
tion programs.

/ \

The NCEEP 1ssues paper reported that therA,a8re'often
many conflicting pfessures on an inmate, discour ging his/
her enrollment 'n elucational programs. These pressu s

may arise from t e financial rewards to be gained from
participation in institutional work assignments or the
personal rewards to be gained from participation in liesure
time activities. In daaltion, the literature indicated
that peer pressure tends fto work againstan inmate enrolling
in sthool. On the other hand, however, there is some pres-

*

sure for him/her to en oll. The counselor may recommend
i;the sentencing judg may wish kt; the parole board may
be impressed by it. an4, the degre0of comfort in .custody
may be enhanced b -i-t< in that4he inmate may avoid unsavory
work as)signments fr.

f

./
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The findings of this survey to some extent rein orce
the existence of these conflicting press res. Quest onnaire
respondents indicated that, in terms of t lack of n n-
tives, the inmates were, to some extent, dis o ged fro
participating in education by the relative igher- ay
for working in prison industries in 62% of e instit ti ns.
A quarter of the respondents indicated that this had a
strong negative effect. The desire to have bartering jQier
and to be able, to have purchasing power on commissary days
is difficult for inmates to balance against the less tangible
goal of "an education".. It is not surprising that educa-
tional administrators and teachers reported that the most
difficult problem they face is low student motivatian. This
View was also held by all tteatment personnel interviewed.

Although most inmateS'interviewed stated that the edu-
LdLion programs in wnich they weTkenrolled were better
than those they-had experienced crl'the "outside", they ex-
pressed some concern that theO involveMent in education
wa) not highly regarded by their peers or even bj the admin-

`-----,,,./-stration. It is not encouraging that only 13% (5-f the in-
. mates stated that other inmates ,have a favorable opinion

towards education. A large number indicated that to be in
education was cansidered "good".time by those enrolled and
that they were only ih programs to avoid work assignments or
to kill time and get out cif the cell house. Almogt one half
of the,inmates agreed with the Tespbndents to the questii0-

. naire thatthe finanFial Tewards.for enrolling in education
were either nonexistent or 1:es's than those for work. assig,n-
ments, especially assignments in prison industries. 'Of"
the-few inmates who felt.that they wexe better off because
of educational participation, most were receiving veteran's
benefits and were enrolled in Post Secondary, or Vocational
Education programs It perhaps ought to be noted tere that
many of the inmate;ainterviewed considered the Education
Department to be a relaxed, comfortable, or a."safe" place.

In terms of the pressure to enroll education programs,
the data collected indicate that a ma. ty of educational
administrators belieVed that the recrnftmendations of both
counselors and parole boards have an important influence.
A much smaller number of the educational administrAtors re-
ported that court recommendations influence the iAmate's
dtcision to enroll in education.

In site interviews, slightly more than one half of the
educational administrators stated that particiatio,h in Ole
education program does influence, in a favorable s -ise the
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decisions of the parole board. A substantial minority (401),
hOwever, questioned the impact of educational participation'.
upon the board's decisions and indicated some frustration
about the inconsistencies in applications of standards and'
guidelines by the boards. The federal educators expressed
some concern that parole boards in-their systems are no
longer assigning parole "points" to the inmate for his/her
attendance in school. The teachers echoed the perceptions
of their administrators, believing somewhat more strongly
in the impact of the educational experience upon the boards'
decisions to parole inmates. Several treatment personnel,
while not directly asked questions regarding whether inmates
were coerced into entering the education programs, indicated
that when coercion does occur, it dilutes the effectiveness
of programs and is at least partly to lqame for the problem
of low student motivation.

Inmates, when illterviewed, most often indicated that
they did not feel they had been placed under any pressure,
either by institutional person, ,1 or by anyone at the time
of sentence, to participate in tie education program. There
was strong support for the belief that being in education
programs affects parole status,.,since not being enrolled
sometimes looks badly on one's record. In a sense, one may
interpret this as a form of coercion.

There,seems to be some evidence that tne confiict of ,

incentives versus coercion does little to help the inmate's
motivatiOn or the educator's task. This conflict appears ,

to be validdand worthy of4consideration because it reinforces
, an inmate's uncertainty and confusion as to what really
,counts. .

Issue 5: The attitud s of seclrity staff towards
educatigninaaml.

This area was discussed by several writers in correc-
tional education who stated that security staff Nay be
resentful of the "free" educational opportunities made avail-
able to inmates. They reported that this.attitude is often
manifested by security's lack of enthusiasm for the efforts
of the educational staff and may be the cause of indirect
"sabotage" of some programs.

The NCEEP survey made no attempt to assess the atti-
tudes of the security staff directly. Some educational
administrators and teachers, however, reported that there
are conflicts between educators and security staff. These



conflicts have been explored earlier in this chapter. It
may be worthwhile to note that teachers seemed somewhat
more concerned about this issue and tended to report more
conflicts with, and disruptions by, seturity staff than
did administrators.

The questionnaire did collect data about the availa-bility of educational opportunities for the staff. Such
opportunities could, some authorities suggest, ameliorate
any hostility which might exist among staff towards the
education program. A large minority (42%) of responding
institutions reported no educational offerings for their
staff, while many (40%Thad separate classess offered for
staff. In only 28% of the responding institutions were
classes available to both staff and inmates together.

The degree to which the attitudes of the security staff
disrupt the efforts of the staff in education has not yet
been clearly established.

D. Program Design

This section assesses the data collected as it relates
to five issues associated with the area of program design.

Issue 1: The need for courses to be part of an
iintegrated program.

The data collected support the premise the correct:%lal
education courses and programs are often not well-integrated.
It is difficult to achieve overall program and curriculum
integration without being able to establish any long range
goals or objectives. Yet 48 of the questionnaire respondents
(49%) reported that they were unable to plan programs for
more than one year in -Avance because of the multiplicity
of'funding sources and tLe necessity of reapplying for funds
at frequent intervals.

Integration of specific program and course offerings is
necessary to allow for inmat,,J participation in more than one
program area at a time. Institutional pl.-Inning, student
counseling, and adequate time/space'allotment are all criti-
cal fartors in bringing about this integration. Table 9
pvesents those data reported on opportunities for s-.!multa-
neous tAircllment of inmates, by program. These data do not
sugpest that there are problems in this area. They indicate
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that a high percentage of institutions allow for simulta-
neous participation in two or more programs, if one of
the programs is Vocational Education. There areconflicting
data, however, when one analyzes responses to a question
about the opportunities for clustering. Clustering refers
to programs which integrate both academic and vocational
courses pertaining to a given vocational area. Of the 140
respondents to this question, 52" stated that they do not
have a program which involves clustering.

Issue 2: The need for speeificity in course design.

Data collected generally indicate that there is a lack
of specificity in the design and revision of courses. As-
pects of this issue include the following: (1) the availa-
bility of course competencies, objectives, and syllabi; and
(2) the relationship of needs assessment to course design.

/
While most of the institutions surveyvd reported having

specific lists of competencies and/or objectives (Table 10),
only 44% of the institutions stated that they have course
syllabi fur Social Education: 511 for ABE; and 60% for SE/
GED. These responses indicate that a substantial portic
of the institutions in the sample have not developed syllabi
for most courses offered.

There are conflicting data concerning the use of needs
assessment. Most of the assessments reported were of limited
scope and were conducted either for a specific project or
in respense.to a funding requirement. Educational adminis-
trators emphasized the importance of needs assessment (both
inmate and jcb market) in program evaluation. Teachers re-
ported that needs assessment was usually conducted to meet
a requirement for Title I funding. The data collected in-
dicate an awareness of the relationship of needs assessment
to post-program evaluation, although they do not indicate
that needs assessments are commonly used in such internal
evaluations. Of the responaing institutions, a large major-
,ity reported tha'- inmate needs were considered in the selec-
/tion of Post See, (Lary course offerings. Only 25%, however,
reported using job market needs assessments in choosing
such courses.

The administratiun of standardized achievement tests
can provide information valuable in the assessment of inmate
needs and in the design of specific courses to respond to
these needs. As reported in Chapter II, eight erlucational
administrators stated that the only needs assessment done in
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their institutions is through the administration of tests
in the classification unit or through individual teacher
diagnosis. Although a large percentage of the responding
institutions do administer standardized achievement tests
to all inmates upon entry into the institution, questionnaire
and interview data indicate that these tests are used prima-
rily as criteria for student placement in programs rathek
than for program design.

Data were analyzed to ascert in the relatiànship of
enrollments, by program, to the L-Icational backgrounds of
the inmate population. The percentage of inmates in the
population who had not completed high school prior to incar-
ceration is 66%. Yet the percentage of the population er.-
rolled in either ABE or SE/GED programs is only 23%. The
same situation exists in Post Seconr1-4ry Education, wtere
27% of the average inmate population were reported to have
completed high school, but an average of only 10% of the
population is enrolled in the Post Secondar, program.
This clearly demonstrates that the average institution is
only meeting the needs of approximately one third of those
inmates who could potentially benefit from academic program
offerings.

Issue 3: The .procedures and criteria used for
student placement and selection.

It is encouraging to find that a combination of selec-
tion methods is used in most institutions. Respondents re-
ported that information is gathered from several areas of
the institution before making placement decisions. More-
over, the responding institutions consider this information
as an important basis for their decisions on student place-
ment. Inmate interest is viewed as "Important" to "Very
Important" in the placement decision by 94% of the 156 re7
spondents, recommendations of counselors by 72%, and test
results by 62%. One fourth of the institutions reported
that placement decisions are made on the basis of the com-
bined input obtained from treatment staff, an educational
represecitqtive, and the potential student.

Information on the availability of counseling services
to inmates also suggests that either research has exac
ated the lack in this area or that progress has I-, fllde
in expanding services. Of the questionnaire respondenLs,
57% stated that academic and/or vocational counseling is
provided for all inmates prior to the selection of an educa-
tional or vocafTonol training nrogram. An additional 28°,i
stated that such counseling is provided for most inmates,
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Most respondents also reported the frequent use of a
variety of specific placement criteria within their indi-
vidual institutions. Almost all responding institutions use
achievement tests for placement and the most common combi-
nation of criteria employs achievement tests, grade level,
and personal interviews. In the area of Post Secondary
Education, the most important selection criteria reported
include the following a high school diploma, the availa-
bility of needed courses, and admission to or acceptance
by a post secondary institution.

Issue 4: The need for adequatesEouitsuaL.2LLL
especially after release.

There appears to be some evidence from the question-
naire to support the presumption that the lack of adequate
support services may indeed be a significant issue in cor-
rectional ed.ucation programs.

NCEEP data reveal that the ratio of the number of sup-
portive staff to inmates may be too large to be effective.
In the average facility of over 800 inmates, the average
number of educational counselors is two. Diagnosticians
and other available educational specarists each average at
less than 1.5 per institution. The average number of educa-
tional psyEEFlogists is even less, averaging one'for every
two institutions s4mpled. Given the specialiTia learning
needs of an adult population who, by and large re educa-
tionally disadvantaged, this availability of specialized
support staff is hardly encouraging.

Questionnaire responses also indicate at problems
resulting from a lack of support staff are 6f greater con-
cern to correctional educators than many ot er problem
areas. Slightly less than one half of the pondents in-
dicated that the "lack of supplementary staff" presents some
degree of difficulty in the operations of their programs.
Of the seven factors investigated in relationship to educa-
tional,support services and identified in Table 21, this
rroblem was ranked second only to the problems created by
the "lack of educational foklowup with parole.and post-
release agencies". The Directors of Education in 76 of the
institutions sampled also repozted t at the lack of support
staff interfered in some way wi h t eir staff's a' ility
to meet inmates' educational nee

During site interviews, prison administrators indicated
an awareness of the need 1,r increased effort in the area

76



of post-release services. These administrators frequently
cited the desire to establish stronger relationships be-
tween educational offerings and employment needi after re-
lease.

Issue 5: The quality of instruction and teacher
training for corrections.

Specific questions were asked both in the questionnaire
and in site interviews about the training and evaluation of
teachers and the variety of instructional methods used: To
the extent that certification indicates the degree of teacher
training, it is interesting to note that the majority of re-
spondents to the questionnaire reported that most of their
teachers, both academic and vocational, are certified. The
largest number of these hold state certifications in either
Vocational Education (average of five per institution),
Secondary Education (average of five per institution), or
Elmentary Education (average of two per institution). Cer-
tification in an appropriate area was identified as a cri-
terion for employment by a large majority of the responding
institutions. ejn site visits with teachers, however,
half Of the tedilhers questioned the adequacy of their train-
ing for their current jobs. This might indicate that "tra-
ditional" education certificates alone are not sufficient
in the correctional setting. Five of the educational admin-
istrators interviewed reflected this view by stating that
there is a need for specific teacher training programs which
deal with the unique problems of the correctional institu-
tion.

With regard to updating and enrichment of instructional
quality, questionnaire responses indicated that inservice
programs for teachers are available in most institutions.
The adequacy of such programs, however, was questioned by
manyteachers during site interviews. These interviews re-
vealed that often inservice programs are made up of a
potpourri of workshops, conferences, and staff meetings ;And
are viewed by most teachers as not sufficient, especially
in frequency, to meet their needs.

In summary, although the literature in correc#Aonal
education had indicated that there is a lack of certified
and well-trained teachers, data do not confirm that this
is so, at least in terms of teacher credentiaL0 (Tables 25 27).

Site interviews and questionnaire e,eta indirate that
regular staff evaluations are conducted in most responding
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institutions. Such evaluations are generaily done by the
Director of Education, usually on a yearly basis, and employ-
a variety of'informal methods. The lack of formal struc-
ture in staff evaluation makes this area a most difficult
one to assess.

The objective measurement of the quality of instruction
is also difficult to achieve through the use of a question-
naire. The data collected about teaching methods, however,
does show that most institutions use a combination of indi-
vidualized and classroom instruction in Adult Basic Educa-
tion and Secondary/GED programs and a combination of class-
room instruction anci on-the-job training in Vocational
courses. Interviews with inmates suggest that the majority
perceive that .the teachers are helpful in meeting their
educational needs.

E. Access to Resources and Materials

The specific issues relating to access to resources
and materi91s, as identified by the NCEEP issues ;paper,
are as follows:

Issue 1: The availability and quality of materials
and machinery.

Issue 2: The access to resources as related to
security constraints,

Issue 3: The need for contact with external re-
sources and personnel.

In addition to the review of these specific issues, the
data in this section will also be assessed within thecontext
of the specific program areas of Adult Basic Edv ition and
Secondary/GED programs, Post Secondary Education, and Voca-
tional Education.

Issue 1: The availability ani quality_of materials
and machinery.

Only a relatively smali percentage of the respondencs
to both the questionnaire and the site interviews stated
that their materials and resources were inadequate or vaach-
ronistit. Questionnaire respondents w^re asked to assess
elle following items with :espect to 1. hey did, or did
not, impact upon their staff's ability to meet inmates'
learning needs: (1) of educational hardware, (2) lack
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of educational softwrre, (3) lack of instructional materials
related to inmates' Lleds, and (4) lack of adequate books,
tools, and other educational materials. These items were
rated on a five point scale, where a notation of I signified
that the item was "Not a Problem" and a notation of 5 sig-
nified that the item was a "Serious Problem". More fhan
701 of those who responded rated the above items in the
"1" o "2" range ("Not a Problem").

his positive assessment of educational resources and
material-A was confirmed in site visit interviews with
educatioAal administrators. Only four out of 22 educational
admin4Oirators indicated that their programs needed more
and/or better resources and materials. Further confirma-
tion was received in iterviews with teachers and inmates,
where 19 of the 37 teachers responding and 22 of the 39
inmates responding stated that they had sufficient materials
fur their educational endeavors.

Although inadequate and anachronistic materials pnd
machinery was clearly not considered a problem by those
participating in NCEEP's study, the lack of adequate space
for the operation of educational programs appears to be a
major problem of educational administrators in corrections.
The frequency with which the need for more space was ex-
pressed by educational administrators, in boththe question-
naire responses and the site visit interviews, establishes
this need as a primary issue in the area of access to
resources and materials.

Issue 2: The access to resources as related to
security contraga-17---

For the most part, the limitation tnat security consid-
erations may place upon the use of materials and resources
is not perceived by educational administrators and teachers
as a pressing problem to be solved, but as a necessary
reality to be tolerated. A majority (59%) of the education-
al administrators responding to the questionnaire reported
that their programs are limited by security constraints,
but site-visit interviews indicate that these constraints
are not considered unique to the Education Department and
are not viewed as being inappropriate in light of the basic
purpose of correctional institutions.

Issue 3: The need for contact with external resources
and personnel.

Research has suggested that the geographical and
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symbolic isolation of most prisons from external communitiesi-
institutions, and agencies prevents the use of resources
and personnel that are often essential to the content, scope,
and purpose of educational projects. A review of the NCEEP
data tends to support the idea that there are definite needs
forlurther development of the use of external resources in
correctional education.

Questionnaire responses reveal that external resources
art a part of the education program in nine out of 10 insti-
tutions .surveyed. The majorit/ of institutions (65%), how-
ever, report that these resources are used on an "occasional"
basis, as opposed to a "regular" use. Also, a substantial
number of the educational administrators (72%) noted that
their education programs were, to some extent, limited in
scope by a lack of'contact with community resources and
experiences.

Although a majority (601) of the educational adminis-
trators interviewed during site visits reported that they
had adequate access to external resources, two thirds of
the teachers interviewed contended that external resources
were not being adequately used in their education programs
The inmates' perceptions of this issue supported those of
the teachers. This was especially true for those inmates
who had been enrolled in Post Secondary and/or Vocational
Education programs. A number of these inmates complained
that participation in PSE or Vocational programs in their
respective institutions was often a frustrating and "token"
.exercise. When pressed to explain the cause of this some-
what cynical stance, inmates frequently mentioned the in-
zonsistent, fragmentlary, and isolated nature of PSE and
Vocational programslwithin their institutions.

One can reasonably inferfrom the preceding data that
contact with external resources and personnel is a problem-
atic area in correctional education. Presently, correction:
al education, especially in PSE and Vocational programs,
does not have sufficient contact with community institutions,
agencies, and programs.

Adult Basic Education and Secondary/GED Programs

The status of resources and materials in ABE and
Secondary/GED programs is vvaluated quite positiely by a
large majority of those educational administrators who re-
sponded to the questionnaire. The quality and quantity
of educational materials is generally rated as adequate.
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The principle issue in ABE and Secondary/GED programs
appears to be the limited degree to which these programsaddress the educational needs of the total inmate popula-tion. Two reasons for this lack of program scope are the
prevailing limitations in number of support staff and alack of adequate space for educational programs. One im-
pression from site visit interviews is that these often
critical limitations in support staff and available spaceforce educational administrators to concentrate on main-
taining existing programs rather than attempting to expand
their program offerings to reach a greater number of in-mates. When queried about the future directions of the
education program, most educational administrators seemed
primarily concerned with the maintenance, survival, and
accountability of-the present programs. Paradoxically,
many of these same administrators felt that their primary
accomplishment had been in the expansion and growth of
program offerings.

Post Secondary Education

The data appear to confirm the existence of those
problems identified in the NCEEP issues paper ,regarding
the access to resources and materials in Post SecondaryEducation programs. These problems were outlined in the
issues paper as follows: (1) the lack of research and
resource materials, (2) limitations imposed by security on
the number and kinds of courses, (3) the, lack of contact

,with "on campus" resources, and (4) the lack of adequate
education and career counseling necessary to complemento
viable college program.

Appraximately one third of the respondents to the
questionnaire assessed resource and research materials inPost Secondary programs as "definitely insufficient" and
of "poor quality". This statistic contrasts sharply with
the more pos:!tive assessment given to all other educational
resources and materials for PSE programs.

A majority of the educational administrators who re-
sponded to the questionnaire assessed the availability of
their Post Secondary. Education programs with respect to
inmate educational needs as being qualitatively and/or
quantitatively inadequate. The relatively small percentage
of inmates who were reported to be involved in Post Second-
ary Education "release" programs supports the above. Of
tlios institutions with Post Secondary Education programs,
SA reported having no inmates on educational release and
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67$ of those which do provide educational release reported
10 or less inmates involved in such release.

Vocational Education

Tha data collected confirms that the lack of contact
with vocational programs and resources in the "outside"
community is a real situation in Vocatioral Education
programs and the principle issue.

Of those institutions with Vocational Education pro-
grams which responded to the questionnaire, 59% reported
no vocational training programs contracted through external
agencies and, in approximately one half of those facilities
which do have such external contracts, there are only
one or two training options made available to inmates.
Finally, only 191 of these institutions indicated that
they had a poet-release job placement compcnent coordinated
through an external vocational institute or agency.

The status of the "internal" resources anctimaterials
in Vocational programs does not appear to be,a problem.
The only exception to an otherwise positive assessment
of resources and materials is, once again, in the area
of adequate space.

F. Evaluation

The data collected by'the NGEEP indicate that a sub-
stantial number ,of program evaluations are reported to have
been done in correctional education since January 1, 1973.
Within the 163 institutions responding to the questionnaire
a total of 916 specific program evaluations are reported
.and slightly more than one half of these evaluations (54%)
were described as "external" evaluations. Questionnaire
responses also show that annual evaluations are required
by the funding sources for ABE and Vocational Education
programs 11 one half of the responding institutions.
Forty-on percent of Secondary/GED programs require such
evaluati n. In PSE, however, only one out of three PSE
programs s required to have annual evaluation.
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The NCEEP data indicate that the most important
aspects of program evaluation are its content and focus.The project questionnaire collected data about the
following: (1) those aspects of the program that had
jpeen examined in evaluations, and (2) those elements
iWhich were the primary aspects examined. Respondents
were provided a list of 20 possible evaluation criteria.The rankings and responses to these criterion are
presented in the synthesis of this document (Table 35).These responses clearly show that the emphasis in program
evaluation has not been in the area of intermediate orlong range Traitcomer: "Post Program Followup", "Post-
Program Release", and "Recidivism" were used as criteriain a small percentagecf the evaluations implemented in
correctional educatior, over the past five years. Thesedata indicate that the "impact" of educational programs,especially after release, is given little attention inthe design and implementation of program evaluations.. ,

A focus of program evaluations has been on in-

,

ternal aspects and immediate outcomes of education pro-grams. The internal aspects most frequently reported to
be included in evaluatiRs are the following: (1) enroll-
ments, (2) goals and principles, (3) completion rate,
(4) teaching methods, and (5) inmate response. This
thternal, program-specific emphasis in evaluation is,of couree, necessary and justifiable. It appears, how-
ever, that there has been a one-sided emphasis in the
evaluation of these aspects, perhaps because they are more
easily maasurable than the less immediate outcomes.

Data from site-visit interviews further confirm that
there is an imbalance in the focus and content of program
evaluations. Duril4 site interviews, both educational
administrators and teachers expressed the need for stress-ing the qualitAtive aspects of their programs and for
measuring and assessing the "impact" of their programs
outside the school itself.

There is some degree of inconsistency between the
questionnaire and site-visit data in the al-ea of program
evaluation. In questionnaire responses, "Inmate Response"
ranks relatively high among the aspects examined in pro-
gram evaluations in only five cases. In all of these
cases, the inmates' feedbiawas reported to be of an
essentially informal nature. In additicn, almost half
(10) of the educational administrators interviewed'on
site visits stated that program evaluation is'an "informal"
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activity lt,is possible, therefore, that many of the
eveluations reporti by questionnaire respondents were
also of an informal nature.

One final comment regading the topic of program
evaluation seems in order. An impression that emerges
from the site-visit interviews is that, those working in

N,

the fi0.a of correctional education approach the subject
of evaluation with a sense cE .frustration and confusion.
This attitude appeared to b based on past.experience with
program evaluations. The cbntention of several education-
al administrators was that in ormation gained from past
evaluations had been either superficial in content, or,

o in those cases where significant data had been reported
it was not apimprtately.Ppplied to program planning or
development. ; When asked if they believed more program
evaluation was needed, those.DirectOrs of Education who
replied in the affirmative often qualified eir retponses.
It must be the "right kind" of evaluation was a frequent
comment. They described this "right kind" of evaluation
as the following: (1) emphasizing program quality and
needs assessment, and (2) supplying the necessary feed-
back for the integrated and dOelopmental growth of
their programs. In light of pis, a critical igsue in
evaluation appearr to be the need to redefine and clarif
the concept land process of evaluationiiEF0iFectiona
education.

84



CHAPTER IV

ANGLUSIONS AND REGOMMENDATIONS

On the basis oT data colXected during this project,
conclusions were drawn regarding the generl status of
correctio eda..ation prograis in the stare and federal

.prisons f the United States excluding A ska ancl Hawaii)
and th speclfic issue areas in correctio al'educition.
These o lusions are presented in this c apter. Recouçndr
ations ga ding educational programs for nmates are*
suggested.

A. Generak Information

Conclusions

%

1. The general state of education in correct'onal inm
stitutions seems to have improved in recent years and
the picture is less pessimistic than that presented in
the literature,

2. The geographic l'oc4gion of prisons may.influence
the staffing patterns of'prdtrams and restrict access to
some resources normally considered necessary in most tradi-
tional educational enterprises.

3. The
imately three
mates return
requires acad

4. Approximately One third of the inmates who courd
potentially bentfit from academic programs are enrolled
in such programs. The NCEEP staff noted that while actual
numbers enrolled in programs have risen, the percentage
of the total population enrolled has remained virtually
unchanged zver the past five years. , The single exciT-
tion to this is in Post Secondary'Educition progrars,
where the percentage enrolled he.s almost doubleA.

.
th pf time served in prisons is approx-,
s. At the end of this time, most
he street" and to a job market which

ic, Vöcational, and social skills.
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Recommendations

1. Prison and correctional education administrators
should consider that the average institutional stay of an
inmate is approximately three years. Programs, therefore,
should be designed with this in mind. Further considera-
tion should be given to the specific literacy, vocational,
and social skills needed to gain employment in a highly
competitive and fluid job market.

2. The number of programs in correctional education
should be increased to meet the needs of the large number
of inmates who are not benefiting from those offerings
presently available.

B. Funding and Administration

Conclusions

1. The number of external agencies involved in the
administration of educational programs within prisons does
cause some degree of conflict and can detract from the
effectiveness of the program.

2. While some conflict may exist among adm_nistrators
within the prison, this is not seen either as a common or
serious problem. The NCEEP staff suggests, however, that
the basis for any conflicts which might exist is related
to the uncertain role of education Kithin the prison
setting.

3. The need for improved educational planning appears
to be real and complex. The causes of this problem appear
to lie as much outside the institution as within it.

4. There is a lack of sufficient funding to provide
adequate space, staff, and programs for all those inmates
who have or appeal to have educational needs.

S. The diverse sources of "soft" funding is of
concern to correctional educators. The large number of
state and federal agencies involved have varying guide-
lines, eligibility requirements, and funding periods
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which appear to cause considerable frustration, parti-'cularly in state facilities.

6. The NCEEP findings do not support that there is alack of knowledge regarding the availability and require-ments of funding sources, although this had been an issuein the literature.

Recommendations

1. State and federal agencies should make some
attempts to consolid(.te the sources of funds for correc-

. tional education programs. The present diversity of
funding, the "soft" nature of many of these funds, andthe need to apply or reapply for funds at frequent
intervals all appear to detract from the efficacy of
prison education programs. Consolidation of funding
could also serve to decrease the conflicts apparently
created by the number of external agencies in7olvedin the administration and funding of programs.

2. It is suggested that while LEAA's involvement inresearch in the area is valid, there is some doubt as to
the validity of their involvement in the funding of educa-
tional programs in correctional settings.

3. There appears to be some merit, in the creation
of a centralized school district which deals with the
specific funding and administrative needs of educationwithin the prison setting. The Federal Bureau of Prisons
and those states with such centralized school districts
appear to have fewer problems in the specific area of
funding and administration than states without centralized
agencies.

4. In general, fundir,, for correctional education
needs to be increased at both state and federal levels.
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Nature of the Institution

Conclusions

1. While there is an obvious contradiction between
the custodial and treatment functions, there may be less
conflict than the literature suggests. It is believed,
however, that, in some institutions, there exists suffi-
cient conflict to have a negative influence upon the
work of t7-.% correctional educator.

2. Although prison administrators interviewed were
all very supportive of education programs and stated that
they are of high priority in the institution, the lack of
sufficient space allocated to education, the llck of
teacher involvement in the decision-making process,
and che frequent use of education as a management func-
tion, all suggest that the priority is, in fact, less
than desired or necessary.

3. Educational opportunity may be limited by the
lack of contact with the "outside" world, but this is
not really viewed as an issue of importance by those
involved in correctional education.

4. There is evidence to suggest that there is a .

lack of incentives for inmates to enroll in.education
programs in prison, as well as some coercion to enroll.
This apparent anomaly does little either to help inmates'
motivation or to enhance the prestige of education.

S. While there appeared to be some hostility toward
education programs for inmates by the security staff,
the degree to which it seriously limits the efforts of
the educational staff remains in doubt.

Recommendations

1. Administrators, both of prison systems in general
and education in particular, may need to articulate a
clParly understood and acceptable role for education within
thu system.
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2. Communication among agencies and institutions and
among departments within the institution needs consider-
able attention. Specific emphasis should be placed on
increasing the communication among diagnostic, treatment,
and education personnel. Such communication should be
formal, yet flexible, with due deference to the specific
professional responsibilities of the individuals involvedand the need for an integrated effort.

3. The relationships between work and educational
assignments should be clarified to prevent the conflict
which alpeArs to exist between eduCation staff and work
supervisors.

4. The problems of student motivation, the lack of
incentives for enrollment, and the use of coercion should
be investigated further.

D. Program Design

Conclusions

1. The multiplicity of funding sources creates
prdblems in the planning of education programs in correc-
tions, the continuity of these programs, and the staffing
of such programs.

2. A variety of student selection and placement
criteria are utilized in most responding institutions.
Counseling is viewed as an important aspect of this
selection and placement process.

3. Data and interviews indicate a severe shortage
of supportive personnel, such as diagnosticians and
educational counselors.

4. Most teachers in correctional institutions are
certified. Many of the teachers interviewed, however,
identified a need for more specialized training to pre-
pare them to work within correctional settings and provide
them with the special skills needed to work with an
adult student population that is, by and large, educa-
tionally disadvantaged.
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S. A combination of teaching methods is used in
most correctional education programs. These include
individualized instruction, classroom instruction, and
on-the-job training.' -

6. The percentage of responding institutions which
have lists of specific competencies and/or objectives
for educational programs is encouragingly high.

Recommendations

1. There is a need for better coordination of
funding to allow for long-range programing and in-
creased amount of job security for educational staff.

2. More comprehensive needs assessment, both
inmato and job market should be undertaken. The re .
sults of such assessments are needed in the planning,
designing, implementing, and evaluating of education
programs in correctional institutions.

3. Further research is necessary to assess the
quality of tests and other criteria used for student
selection for and placement in.appropriate educational
programs. Such research could help to reduce the
possibility of subjective and arbitrary placement of
students. This research would examine the validity of
test information, the psychological implications of the
time at which tests are administered, and the adequacy
of inmate orientation to existing education programs
through handbooks, counseling, etc.

4. The number of supportive staff in educational
areas should be increased to establish a system of support,
followup, and follow through for inmates, especially
after release.

S. A more comprehensive liaison is needed between
the Education Department and external support services,
after release. Such liaisons would provide communica-
tions about the effectiveness of educational and voca-
tional training, establish community interest in and
support of institutional programs, utilize community
resources, and provide follow through in terms of support
and direction for the released inmate.
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6. There should be an on-going, couIdinated system
of interaction among the institutional departments.which
provide inmate services in order to 11.cre effectiveiy
recommend, monitor, and assess student movement through
educational programs.

7. More correctional teacher trairing programs
whiCh address the specific needs of th, educator in the
correctional setting should be established. Such pro-
grams could provide diagnostic und ski..l training for
this educational area.

8. Further research is needed to assess the quality
of instruction in corrections and the appropriateness of
the classroom methods used.

9. There is a need for continuous re-cvaluation of
the number, scope, and balance of course offerings within
each of the five program areas in order to assure that
the specific characteristics of each area ay.; well-defined
and are given appropriate consideration in the design of
courses. For example, attention might be given to the
following:

In ABE, the average enrollment par
institution is only one third of
the recorded potential need.

In SE/GED, preparation for-the .GED
tesTTiTtoo often, the main con-
concern of secondary programs.

"I

In Social Education, programs lack
specificity of design and objectives
and are only vaguely defined within
the institution.

In PSE, the availability of courses
is UTTen disproportionate, with either
too many or too few courses to
meet the inmate population needs.

In Vocational Training courses,
there is a need for additiTiiir
contacts with the outside commun-
ity and a greater variety of skills
training related to job-market needs.
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E. Access,to Resources and Materials

Conclusions

1. The consensus of educators working in correctional
institutions is that existent resources and materials are
adequate to meet the needs of their current program offer-
ings.

2. The main problem identified in the area of re-
sources and, materials is the lack of adequate space necess-
ary to maintain present programs and/or to implement new
programs.

3. Institutional security restrictions and regula-
tions are not perceived as a problem affecting access to
resources and materia/s.

4. In the specific program areas of Adult Basic
Education, Secondary/GED programs, and Vocational
Education the availability and quality of the educational
materials are assessed positively by correctional educators.

S. A singular exception to this otherwise favorable
assessment is in the area of Post Secondary Education.
Resource and research materials necessary for college
level work were reported to be less than adequate by a
relatively large proportion of those who responded to
the NCEEP questionnaire.

6. The limited access to external resources and
materials is a problem generic to correctional education
programs, but the effects of this limitation are especially
debilitating to Post Secondary and Vocational Education
programs.

7. In the area of Vocational Education, there is a
need for more pre-and post-release contacts and'working
agreements with vocational institutes and job placement
agencies in the outside community.



Recommendations

1. Given the severe limitations of space available
for education programs, it is recommended that further
study and research be done in this area. Such research
should investigate the development of educational delivery
systems that take into account the limits of "inner" space
available for correctional education.

2. Further research and analysis of the use of
community resources in correctional education programs
is recommended. Given the inherent limitations of the

.correctional setting, procedures must be established to
identify the most effective meansETUtilizing external
resources, especially in the areas of Post Secondary
and Vocational Education.

Evaluation

Conclusions

1. In each of the five program areas of correction-
al education, a substantial percentage of the institutions,
contacted by the NCEEP, report that some form of program
evaluation has taken place since January 1, 1973.

2. The primary focus of program evaluations in
correctional education over the past five years has been
on the internal processes and immediate outcomes of the
education programs.

3. Little, if any, attention has peen given to the
measurement and/or assessment of post-program followup,
post-release followup, or recidivism rates in the evalua-
tions of correctional education programs over the past
five years.

4. Data collected concerning program evalution
indicate that there is a sizable degree of confusion
and ambiguity about themeaning, content, and purpose
of program evaluation.

5. The majority of correctional educators recognize
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the need for program evaluation, but also urged that the
responsibility for conducting such studies, their content,
and their purpose be more clearly defined.

6. The NCEEP data suggest that there are a sub-
stantial number of correctional education program evalua-
tions reported, but that the quility, effectiveness, and
,purpose of these evaluations may be, at best, questionable
and, at worst, meaningless.

Recommendations

1. The overriding need in the area Of program evalua-
tion for correctional education is for thefurther refine-
ment and development of the scope, form, and purpose of
such evaluations. It is therefore recommended that program
evaluation in correctional education: (a) enlarge its
scope to include the systematic measurement of both
immediate and long-range program outcomes, (b) develop
a form that is adaptable to a diverse range of programs
and institutions, and (c) establish as its central purpose
the facilitation of program integration, development, and
effectiveness.

2. It is recommended that the desiga of program
evaluations include procedures for measuring the impact
of education programs on inmates after program completion,
and after release. In this context, criteria such as
inmate needs assessment, inmate response to the program,
post-program followup, and recidivism should be given
priority in evaluation. This would achieve a greater
balance in the scope of correctional education evaluations
and increase themeaning and purpose of such evaluations.
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APPENDIX A

INMATE FLOW THROUGH A GENERALIZED EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM

At the time of incarceration in a state or federal

correctional facility the inmate, after intake and class-

ification, is given or has the choice Of an educational

placement. The type and number of educational programs

available to the inmate may vary, based upon the size and

type of facility. However, in general there are four

categories of educational programs which are common to

correctional institutions and social education, a recent

and as yet vaguely defined category, which is depicted

as an integral part of all the four program types in the

pictotial portrayal of the piogrammatic relationships
in Figure 1.

It will be noted in Figure 1 that the inmate may

enter the program which is most appropriate for his needs

and proceed hierarchically from ABE instruction through

a post-secondary program which could lead to a college

degree. He may also opt to enroll in a vocational

program at the same time as, or upon completion of the

other three choices-.

The integrated flow chart.depicted in Figure 2 is

predicated on the assumptions that all the major program

offerings are available and that, as shown in Figure 1,

the programs are open to entry at multiple points and

can be pursued by the inmate, over time, from the initial

elementary Adult Basic Educatioh stage to the terminal

degree offering in a Post-Seco. 'ary Education program.

It is also assumed that Social Education, while szill

ill-defined, is in on-going and common aspect of all

education programs.

The anlysis of any inmate flow is based on the crit-

ical decisions made by and for the inmate as he or sHi

proceeds through the education programs available in die

institution in which he or she is incarcerated. These

critical decisions are based upon information received

from various external and internal sources and result

in process outcomes which may involre appropriate prep-

aratory stages prior to their initiation. At certain

times in the flow, the outcome of a process or decision

may be the actual exit from the flow or the re-entry at
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another point, should the decision made warrant it. Theseactions are portrayed in Figure 2 by geometric shapes,
viz.:

Decision to make
= regarding the inmate

Information received or
transmitted, usually in
document form

Implementation of a
process involving the
inmate

99

Preparation for a process
or decision involving the
inmate

Exit of the inmate from
the client flow

On-page connector with
corresponding part of
the flow chart

Off-page conne,:tor with
corresponding part of
the flow chart



The institutional education program is available to
the inmate upon entry to the Federal or State prison
facility (1). Upon incarceration and during the intake
process, information is gathered regarding the inmate,
including his present academic ichievement level (2).
Further assessment then takes place relating to'the in-
mate's immediate and long term needs (3), upon which a
diagnosis is made, including his.security status (4),
regaTdng his classification and the development of an .

apprnriate treatment plan (5). This p1an is discussed
with the inmate and a decision is made about its accept-
ability (6). Should 'the plan not be acceptable, the
inmate is reassessed (7) and possibly placed in another
facility or referred for particular treatment (8). How-
ever, should the Tlan be deemed appropriate and accept-
able to the inmate, he embarks upon the plan which
includes an educational placement (9). If no educational
placement is desired, warranted, or available, and if
security conditions are acceptable, the inmate may embark
upon his institutional job assignment (10).

Upon educational placement, all available inform-
ation pertinent to such placement is forwarded to the
education department (11). It is upoft this initial
information that the inmate is offered the option of one
or more of four types of program: Vocational, Education
(including a Social Education component) (12), which is
entered at point A in the flow; Post-Secondary
Education (including a Social Education component) (13),
which is entered at point B in the flow; Secondary
Education or General Education'Development Test prep-
aration (including a Social Education component) (14),
which is entered at point C in the flow; or Adult
Basic Education (including a Sociil Education component)
(15). Should the final alternative offering be unaccept-
able to the inmate, then he can seek alternative place-
ment or, if his needs be exttaordinary, he can be referred
for particular help (19). If he does indeed wish to
enter the ABE program, his special needs are diagnosed
(16), based partially on information from multiple sources,
including the Educational Counselor, treatment staff,
security, and records collected at he time of intake (17).
A determination is then made if a. placement appropriate to
the inmate's needs is availablewithin. the context of the

ABE program (18). If not, the client ma; be referred
out of the program or for special, extraordinary help
(19). The selectior deemed appropriate is made (20) and
offered to the inmate (21) who nay not accept it as
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appropriate, in which case the question regarding the
necessity of exploring an alternative placement is raised
(22). If alternative placement withIn the ABE program is
possible, a further selection is made, but if no accept-
able placement is available, the inmate exits from the
educational prOgram for an institutional job placement or
referral (23). If the ABE placement is acceptable to
the inmate, the teacher and inmate begin to design a
program to meet the needs of the inmate, paying partic-
ulqr attention to writing a prescription for the remedi-
ation of his basic academic deficiencies and to estab-
lishing reasonable goals for the inmate (24). It may
also be determined during this.process that the inmate
may benefit from enrolling at the same time in a Vocation-
al Education program, thus developing basic academic
skills together with practical, Job-related skills (25).
If he chooses this option A , he can continues on
the flow in parallel with that of his ABE program.
Regardless of this decision, however, he continues on to
entry into the appropriate part of his ABE program (26),
beginning his first unit of work (27), taking the pre-
test for this unit (28). Should he pass the unit pre-,
test (29), he could continue on to the next unit, taking
respective pre-tests until he fails a pre-test and
establishes a beginning level in the program which is
most suitable to his needs (30).

The type of instruction in this ABE unit is depend-
ent upon the needs of the individual, the resources and
material available, the expertise and training of the
teacher, and the facilities of the institution. Instruct-
ion may include tutoring, computer-assisted instruction
(CAI), Individually Prescribed Instruction (IPI), small
group work, or traditional class work. All work is
supplemented by work in Social Education. The student's
progress is constantly. monitored and he is counselled
when necessary. Upon the completion of a program unit,
the inmate takes the unit post-test (31). Should he
pass the test (32), he continues in the program. If he
fails, it must be decided if he should continue in the
program (33), re-entering at the beginning of the unit
previously taken, or if he should exit from the education
program (34). If the inmate has not completed all units
in the program (35), he continues with the next unit (36),
but if he has taken all available units, a determination
is made as to whether he has successfully completed his
ABE program (37). All information about the educational
progress of the inmate is passed on to the treatment
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staff for use in the overall treatment plan (38). If the
inmate has yet to complete the ABE program, a determin-
ation must be made if anything can be gained for the
inmate by recycling him back into the flow (39). If this
can be done, then another program must be designed and
the inmate rejoins the flow at this point (24). Should
nothing be gained, then he may exit from the education
program for some alternative placement (40). It is
possible, as in other places of the flow, that the inmate
may be released upon completion of his sentence.

Upon successful completion of the ABE program, both
the education personnel and the inmate mist decide if he
should continue further in his educational program (41).
This decision, based upon internal, as well as external,
inform4ion received from the treatment and security
staff (42), if negative, will result in the exit of the
inmate from the education program (43). However, if
positive, the decision is made for the inmate to have the
opportunity to begin or continue the Vocational Education
option (44), which, if necessary, he can join on the flow
at A . Regardless of whether he chooses the Voc-
ational Education option, he can choose to enter the
Secondary Education program (45).

When the Inmate enters the Secondary Education/GED
program, which incorporates a Social Education component
(46), a diagnosis of his specific needs is made (47),
based in part upon information from the educational
reports of the Educational Counselor, treatment and
securiq staff (48), and the ABE staff-(48). After the
diagnosis, the availability of appropriate placement is
determined (49). If programs are not available to meet
the identified needs of the inmate, then he mar leave
the flow for an alternative placement (SO). Upon select-
Jon of an appropriate placement (51), the inmate decides
upon its acceptability (52). When it is not acceptable,
the possibility of an alternative GED placement is
explored (53). If one is available, the inmate can return
for a more appropriate selection (SU.* If no alternative
GED placement is available, he may be referred for a job
placement or other institutional or community program.

At entry, the inmate and the Secondary/GED instructor
to whom he is assigned begin to design an individually
prescribed program (54) after which the'inmate embarks
upon his program (55) and begins his first unit (56),
taking the appropriate Are-test,(57). If he passes this
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test (58), he can then proceed to a more appropriate entry
point, but should he fail, he then begins the assigned
unit work (59). Upon completing this unit, he takes
the appropriate post-test (60). Failure on this post-
test (61) raises the question of the inmate's continuation
in the program (62). If continuation is desirable, he
may recycle and retake the unit and repeat the tasks or,
if this is deemed inappropriate, he may exit from the
program (63). If the inmate passes the post-test on a
given unit, the question of the.completion of all assigned
units is raised (64). If all work has been completed and
the program successfully finished (66), the inmate may,
if in a diploma granting Secondary Education program,
graduate (67), or, if enrolled in a GED program, take the
GED test (68). if the inmate passes the GED test (69),
he can choose to explore the possibilities for continu-
ation of his educational program. If he fails the GED
test, he may retake it at a later date or 4 may be
necessary to decide if recycling is appropriate (70). If
he can and wishes to recycle, he can return to the flow
and redesign a suitable program (54). If this is not
possible or is inappropriate, he may leave the flow (71).
Whatever this decision is, all relelant information is

. .
forwarded to tYe treatment and security staff '(72).

Once More the question regarding the advisability of
the inmate's continuation in the education program is
raised (73). After Consultation with the inmate and using
information on his status from 'the tregtment and security
staffs (74), he can be counselled to leave the program
(71) ot to continue. If the decision is made to continue
in the educational program, the inmate then faces a
decision regarding which educational option he wishes to
take. He may either begin or continue in the Vocational
Education branch (75), in which case he can re-enter the
flow at D . What ever his.decision regarding
Vocational Education, he may choose to enter the Post-
Secondary program, including the Social Education com-
ponent (76). If he decides to do this, he then formally
embarks on this course (78). In preparation for the
Post-Secondary program, an assessment of the inmate's
interests, abilities, and goals is made (79), using,
in part, the information from the Educational Counselor
and the teaching staff ,hout previous programs he has
participated in during s incarceration. C e this
assessment is completed, the availability of an appro-
priate program must be determined (83) and information
from the State Department of Education and a local
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Institution of Higher Education (IHE) is collected (84) to
decide if such a course or program can be offered to the
inmate. If appropriate courses are not available, the
feasibility of the inmate's continuation in the program is
explored (81). If there is no justification for.continu-
ing, the inmate may be counselled to accept alternative
placement (82) or return for reassessment of goals and
interests (79). When an appropriate educational program
can be made available,the student can then make a select-
ion of course of study (85), using materials and inform-
ation provided by the IHE (86). The next decision con-
cerns the availability of funds to pay the cost of tuition
(87). Such funding is usually available from sources
within the State Department of Education. If, however,
funds are not available, the question of continuation is
once more raised (81) with the option of reassessing
one's goals or leaving the Post-Secondary program for
alternative placement (82). With the availability of
funds to pay'for tuition, a program is prepared, goals
are set, and an educational prescription is written (88).'
It is conceivable that the inmate may be eligible to
pursuo his studies outside the institution under an agree-
ment for educational release (89). If this is the case,
he will leave the institutional education flow (90).
Should arrangements for educational release not be poss-
ible, the inmate must begin his course work (92) and
start the current course (93). Course requirements are
established, texts and/or equipment obtained, and the
assignments/tasks are undertaken, (95). Upon completion
of this work, an assessment is made to pritermine wtether
or not the inmate should be allowed to repeat the course
(97), or if he should recycle or exit from the program
for alternative placement (98). This process is repeated
until all available codrses in the program have been
completed (99). The determination is then made as to
whether the inmate has satisfactorily completed the
program (101). If he has not, he may ritycle back to

to be reassessed and to adjust his goals and
prescription (88) or he may decide to exit from the
program (103). At this time, the question of educational
release may be raised again (104), with -the arrangement
of such release (105) or another type of placement (106).
The inmate may also have completed all requirements for
the associate or baccelaureate degree (107) or the
technical certificate (108). If this is the case, the
degree or certificate is awarded.
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The inmate has the final option of either beginning
or continuing in the Vocational Education program (109).
If, based on the continued support of the treatment and
security staff (110), he wishes, he can continue. If he
chooses not to continue or if he is not 11lowed to con-
tinue for security reasons, he exits from the flow (111).
Treatment staff is notified of any decisions made at this
point (112). Should he choose his remaining option of
Vocational Education (113), he then enters this program
(114). In preparation for course selection, his interests,
aptitudes, and goals are assessed (115), utilizing, in
part, reports from the Education Counselor and the treat-
ment and security staff (116). Such assessment may use
various vocational aptitude batteries, including, but not
limited to, the Singer-Graflex Vocational Evaluation
General Aptitude Test Battery and the Differential Apti-
tude Test. A determination can then be made as to the
availability of appropriate courses (117).- When no
courses are available, ..the inmate may exit from the

,

program (118), but when 'appropriate Vocational Education
courses are offered, a selection is made (119) and the
inmate can choose to enter the program (120). If these
courses are not acceptable to the inmate, the decision
is made whether an alternative -Vocational Education and
Social Education course selection will meet the inmate's
needs (121). If an alternative is available, the inmate'
then can be recycled for a further selection within the
Vocational Edwation program, but when this cannot be
done, he may leave the program (122).

The inmate, having accepted his placement, then
designs a program to meet his goals in conjunction with
his Vocational Education instructor (123) and begins his
work (124). It is possible, depending upon the nature
of the inmate's choice of program, that the instruction
consist of course work (125), on-the-job training (126),
or a combination of both. Course requirements are estab-
lished (X27) and job competencies set (128), and the
first.unit of work is begun (129) with the tasks of this
first unit (1M). Skills are assessed and knowledge is
tested upon completion of the unit (131). Should the
inmate not successfully complete this assessment (132),
a decision about recycling is made (133), allowing the
inmate to begin the unit again (130) or exit from the
Vocational Education program (134). If all tasks or
unitr have not been completed, die next appropriate course
is ta_en (155) or job assignment is begun (136), until
all parts of the program have been satisfactorily
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terminated (137). The decision can then be made as to the
inmate's completion of the whole program (138). If the
inmate has not reached a satisfactory level of competence
(139), he can be recycled back to redesign a more appro-
priate Vocational Education program (123) or to exit from
the program (141). All information on the inmate's
program status is then forwarded to treatment (140).

At this point, it is clear that the inmate can con-
tinue in further educational alternatives. A decision
can be made regarding his status (142) and he can either
exit the educational program completely (141) or seek to
pursue his opportunities in any of the other program types.
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